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TUESDAY, MAY 31, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 219, Old House Office 
Building, Hon. George P. Miller (acting chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Mituer. The committee will be in order. 

(H.R. 11410 follows:) 


(H.R. 11410, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the issuance of a Federal fishing stamp, to give the consent of Congress to a com- 
pact relating to the use of a Federal-State fishing stamp in connection with noncommercial fishing licenses 
for nonresidents of States, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
TITLE I 


Sec. 101. This Act may be cited as the “Federal Fishing Stamp Act’’. 

Sec. 102. (a) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to issue 
a Federal fishing stamp. Such stamp shall be sold at United States post offices 
under regulations prescribed by the Postmaster General. The Secretary of the 
Interior shall establish a uniform fee for the Federal fishing stamp. 

(b) Proceeds from the sale of Federal fishing stamps shall be paid into a special 
fund in the Treasury of the United States to be known as the Federal Fishing 
Stamp Fund and, after payment of the expenses provided for in subsection (ce) 
of this section, shall be available for expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior 
to promote fishing in the national parks, including, but not limited to, the stock- 
ing of streams and other bodies of water within national parks. 

(c) Proceeds from the sale of Federal fishing stamps shall be available for ex- 
penditure by the Postmaster General for engraving, printing, issuing, selling, and 
accounting for Federal fishIng stamps, including expenses for personal services 
and such other expenses as may be necessary in carrying out the functions of 
the postal service under this Act. 

Sec. 103. (a) Whenever a person who is eligible as provided in subsection (c) 
of this section purchases a Federal fishing stamp, attaches such stamp to a valid 
noncommercial fishing license issued to him by the State of his residence and 
validates such stamp by his signature written by himself across the face of such 
stamp, he shall be permitted to engage in noncommercial fishing in any national 
park without the payment of any further fee, and, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, shall be subject only to such laws and regulations as the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall prescribe with respect to such fishing. 

(b) A Federal fishing stamp shall be valid so long as the license to which it is 
affixed is valid but in no event shall it be valid for a period in excess of one year 
from the date on which it was issued. 

(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) of this subsection, a person shall be 
eligible to purchase a Federal fishing stamp only within the ten-day period begin- 
ning on the date he is issued a noncommercial fishing license by the State of his 
residence. 

(2) In the case of the first Federal fishing stamp issued after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, a person who, on the date of issuance of such first stamp, holds 
a valid noncommercial fishing license issued to him by the State of his residence 
shall be eligible for thirty days after such date of issuance to purchase such first 
Federal fishing stamp. 
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Src. 104. (a) No person holding a valid Federal fishing stamp shall loan o 
transfer such stamp to any other person during the period of its validity; nor shajj 
any person other than such holder use it for any purpose during such period. 

(b) No person shall alter, mutilate, imitate, or counterfeit any stamp authorized 
by this title, or imitate or counterfeit any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or make 
print, or knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such counterfeit die 
plate, or engraving. : 

Sec. 105. Whoever violates the provisions of section 104 of this Act shall be 
fined not more than $500, or imprisoned not more than six months, or both. 


TITLE II 


Sec. 201. The consent of Congress is hereby given to any two or more States 
to negotiate and enter into a compact relating to uniform noncommercial fishin 
licenses for persons who are not residents of the licensing State. Such consent 
is given upon condition that one person designated by the President participate 
in the negotiation of the compact as the representative of the United States ang 
that such compact shall contain the following provision: 

(1) Agreement to recognize the Federal-State fishing stamp in accordance with 
this title; 

(2) Agreement on a uniform fee to be charged for the Federal-State fishing 
stamp; 

(3) Establishment of an equitable formula for the allocation to the States which 
are parties to the compact of amounts received from the sale of Federal-State 
fishing stamps; and 

(4) Agreement not to subject the holder of a Federal-State fishing stamp to any 
requirement not applicable to the holder of a resident noncommercial fishing 
license. 

Sec. 202. (a) Whenever the Secretary of the Interior determines that 10 or 
more States have entered into a compact in accordance with section 201 of this 
Act, he shall cause to be issued a Federal-State fishing stamp. Such Federal-State 
fishing stamp shall be first issued on the first day of the first month of July which 
begins after the date on which the tenth State enters into the compact, unless 
the compact shall otherwise provide. Such stamp shall be sold at United States 
post offices under regulations prescribed by the Postmaster General at the uniform 
fee established in the compact. 

(b) Proceeds from the sale of Federal-State fishing stamps shall be paid into 4 
special fund in the Treasury of the United States to be known as the Federal-State 

ishing Stamp Fund and, after deduction of the amounts provided in subsection 
(c) of this section, and after payment of the expenses provided for in subsection 
(d) of this section, shall be allocated annually by the Secretary of the Interior 
among the States which are parties to the compact in accordance with the formula 
established in the compact. 

(c) Not to exceed 10 per centum of moneys placed in the Federal-State Fishing 
Stamp Fund in each fiscal year shall be available for expenditure by the Secretary 
of the Interior to promote fishing in the national parks, including, but not limited 
to, the stocking of streams and other bodies of water within national parks. 

(d) Proceeds from the sale of Federal-State fishing stamps shall be available 
for expenditure by the Postmaster General for engraving, printing, issuing, selling, 
and accounting for Federal-State fishing stamps, including expenses for personal 
services and such other expenses as may be necessary in carrying out the functions 
of the postal service under this Act. 

Src. 203. (a) Whenever a person who is eligible as provided in subsection (¢) 
of this section purchases a Federal-State fishing stamp, attaches such stamp toa 
valid noncommercial fishing license issued to him by the State of his residence and 
validates it by his signature written by himself in ink across the face of such stamp, 
he shall be permitted to engage in noncommercial fishing (1) in any national park 
without the payment of any further fee, and, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, shall be subject to only such rules and regulations as the Secretary of the 
Interior shall prescribe with respect to such fishing, and (2) to engage in noncom- 
mercial fishing in any State which is a party to the compact without the payment 
of any further fee, and shall be subject to the laws and regulations of such State 
applicable to the holder of a resident noncommercial fishing license to the same 
extent as is the holder of such a resident license. 

(b) A Federal-State fishing stamp shall be valid so long as the license to which 
it is affixed is valid but in no event shall it be valid for a period in excess of one 
year from the date on which it was issued. 
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(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2).of this subsection, a person shall be 
eligible to purchase a Federal-State fishing stamp only within the ten-day period 


inning on thedate he is issued a noncommercial fishing license by the State 

js residence. : y 
(2) In the case of the first Federal-State fishing stamp which is issued, a person 
who, on the date of issuance of such first stamp, holds a valid noncommercial fish- 
ing license issued to him by the State of his residence shall be eligible for thirty 
days after such date of issuance to purchase such first Federal-State fishing stamp. 


Sec. 204. No Federal fishing stamp shall be issued under title I of this Act 
after the date on which the first Federal-State fishing stamp is issued under this 
title. The issuance of such first Federal-State fishing stamp shall not be deemed 
to invalidate any Federal fishing stamp otherwise valid and each such Federal 
fishing stamp shall remain valid for the period for which it was otherwise issued. 

Sec. 205. (a) No person holding a valid Federal-State fishing stamp shall lean 
or transfer such stamp to any other person during the period of its validity; nor 
shall any person other than such holder use it for any purpose during such period. 

(b) No person shall alter, mutilate, imitate, or counterfeit any stamp authorized 
by this title, or imitate or counterfeit any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or 
make, print, or knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such counterfeit 
die, plate, or engraving. ut 

Sec. 206. Whoever violates the provisions of section 205 of this Act shall be 
fined not more than $500, or imprisoned not more than six months, or both. 

Mr. Mituer. This meeting is called to order to initiate hearings on 
HR. 11410, a bill introduced by me that is rather radical in its 
approach to the matter of issuing fishing licenses. I have no great 
hopes that this legislation is going to be enacted in this session of 
Congress although it is something that is, in my opinion, very badly 
needed. I hope that it will provoke thinking enough so that out of the 
hearings can eventually come perfected legislation that will do what 
the bill is supposed to do. 

A bill of this kind has no precedent to go on so it is open to con- 
sideration. 

Iam pleased to make this statement at the opening hearings on H.R. 
11410. 

This legislation is designed to provide a convenient, reasonable, 
and practical means for obtaining a nonresident fishing license which 
will be generally recognized in all States. 

Here is how it is proposed to work: Upon the passage of this legisla- 
. . . . . ~ 5 5 
tion, the procedure would require the individual, first of all, to procure 
his State fishing license. This, in itself, would increase the demand for 
State fishing licenses. Secondly, within 10 days he would take his 
fishing license to his local post office and procure at a reasonable rate 
astamp and this stamp will be immediately recognized as a license to 
fish in all of our national parks. A second feature of my proposal is 
that the Secretary of the Interior will initiate action to provide for 
interstate compacts among the several States whereby the State 

. ° — ° * 
fishing licenses, plus the Federal stamps, will be recognized as non- 
resident fishing licenses. The State citing this compact will then share 
the proceeds according to a formula in the compact. The share of the 

7 . ~ 2 . I ° » . 
participating States in these funds should be well in excess of their 
‘stern revenues received from nonresident fishing licenses. The 
egislation will not cireumvent any fish and game laws with respect to 

. . . 7 . . . 5 . . . . 
season, creel limit, size, or other limitations of fishing; two, will not 
preclude extra license assessments where these same extra license 
assessments are made on the residents of the State concerned; three, 
hecessarily eliminate present or future State nonresident fishing 
li ° p ; - 
lense fees; four, require licenses where none are now required. It is 
merely intended to provide that those paying the extra fee will be 
payiuis 
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entitled to fish in the State signing the compact. There is no requip, 
ment that the States join the compact. It is purely voluntary, 
I hope that these hearings will develop additional consideratio, | 
that would be given to this proposal and criticism, if any, I hope, | 
will be of a constructive type and accompanied by suggestions thy | 
will tend toward making the proposal practical. | 
There are some things in addition to this that we must conside | 
First, a guarantee to the States that they will receive out of this pro. | 
gram no less than they presently receive from nonresident fishj 
licenses; second, make practicable additional revenues to the State 
through (a) sale of more resident State fishing licenses; (5) a saltwater 
sport fishing license; and (c) extend the initial provisions of the license | 
to be provided in national parks at our national forests and othe 
federally owned reservations. 
The first witness we will hear today is Mr. Daniel H. Janzen, | 
Director of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. | 
Mr. Janzen? 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL H. JANZEN, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU | 
OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE; ACCOMPANIED BY ABRay 
V. TUNISON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, AND JAMES O. STEVENSON 


Mr. JANzEN. Mr. Chairman, my name is Daniel H. Janzen and] 
am the Director of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. I have with m 
Mr. Abram Tunison, Assistant Director of the Bureau and Mr. James 
Stevenson who is our special assistant for legislation. I have a short| 
statement I would like to make. 

The Department of the Interior has submitted its report which you 
now have and this report states our position. The Department of| 
the Interior has advised the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Committee that it wishes to withhold any recommendation concem- 
ing H.R. 11410 until it has given more study to the proposals contained 
therein. We note that the bill is apparently designed to provide 
revenue for sport-fishery research and management in all national 
parks and to make it more convenient for a resident of one State to 
obtain the proper credentials and fulfill requirements so that he may 
legally fish in the waters of another State. 

Our comments are directed to the general objectives of title I], 
aside from the proposal concerned with fishing in the national parks, 
and we shall discuss some of the problems involved. We perceive 
certain features of title II which would make it difficult to execute the 
plan for fishing in nonpark waters of a State and which would likely 
be objectionable to a number of the States. 

It is noted that the purpose of title II is to relieve the difficulties 
commonly experienced by nonresident fishermen in going from State 
to State. The fishermen who fulfill certain requirements agreed 1 
by compact States, would be permitted to fish, without further 
obligations, in the waters of all of the States which are a party to the 
compact. The proceeds from the sale of the Federal-State fishing 
stamps would be paid into a special fund and apportioned to | 
compact States according to a formula, except that not more than Il} 
percent of the proceeds may be used for fishery activities in the 
national parks. The stamp, when affixed to a valid State reside 
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license for sport fishing, would give the holder the same fishing priv- 
ileges in the host State as residents of the host State. However, it 
would not entitle nonresidents to extra privileges without further 
charge. In those cases where residents of the host State are required 
to purchase special licenses, stamps, or permits for trout fishing or 
other special privileges, the nonresident would be subject to the same 
requirement. 1 

It should be noted that, among other things, the bill does not 
provide for nonresident fishermen who are exempt from any license 
requirement in their home State. Most States do not require licenses 
of resident children under 16 years of age. Some States exempt 

rsons over 65, resident landowners, blind people, certain veterans, 
or others. Incidentally, the Congress has recently stipulated that no 
license shall be required to fish in the District of Columbia. We 
would assume that the scope of exemptions from basic license require- 
ments could be delineated in the course of compact negotiations. 

Section 203(c) provides that the special stamp must be purchased 
within 10 days after purchase of a regular State license, except that 
there is a 30-day grace period in the case of the “‘first’’ Federal-State 
fishing stamp. ‘This requirement appears to be unreasonable since 
many people could not determine at, or soon after, the time they 
purchased a State license when, and if, they might wish to fish in 
another State. 

The bill is vague concerning State or Federal enforcement of the 
terms of the bill, about methods of apportionment, about supervision 
of the disbursements, and about the financing of costs of administra- 
tion. It is our understanding that some States, which have high- 
quality fishing, are not disposed to favor reciprocal agreements with 
other States which possess fishing waters of lesser quality. Nor 
do they appear to be inclined to divide their large revenue from non- 
resident licenses with other, less fortunate States. There is a wide 
variation in annual revenue from nonresident license sales. This 
ranges from as Jow as $2,200 in one State to a high of at least $1,194,000 
in another State. This revenue was obtained from license sales in 
1959. These licenses entitled fishing for a 12-month period. The 
range of revenue from a short-term or trip license was from a low of 
$600 in one State to a high of at least $406,200 in another State. 

We assume that some States would generally favor some type of 
reciprocal agreement if they could foresee receiving greater revenue 
from nonresidents than at present. However, this possibility would 
not necessarily be an inducement to certain States with high-quality 
fishing waters. In any event, before the plan in title I] could be 
adopted, the legislatures of many States would need to overhaul their 
fishing license structures and to enact enabling legislation. In the 
past, the revamping of license systems has not been readily accom- 
plished even where a change in licensing was sponsored by a State fish 
and game department. 

_ We might mention that the State of Texas some 2 years ago put 
into effect a single license for fishermen. This plan was prompted, 
in part, by a desire to accommodate out-of-State tourists whose ex- 
penditures in Texas aid the State’s economy. Both residents and 
nonresidents purchase the same single license for the same nominal 
fee. This license is valid throughout the State of Texas and its 


57395—60——2 
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coastal waters, and is good for a 12-month period. Incidentally, gj 
other States charge a nonresident more for a basic license than they 
charge their resident fishermen. 

Our Bureau and other bureaus and offices of the Department of thy | 
Interior will be pleased to assist the committee in its consideration of 
this bill or similar proposed legislation. In this connection, we woul 
like to obtain the views of the International Association of Game 
Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, whose membership include 
the directors of all State fish and game departments. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Miter. I think that your statement is more or less in ling 
with what I expected it to be and the very thing we are trying to 
get to. 

I may say that one of the things that stimulated this bill was the | 
hearings we held on the small boat bill a few fan ago. Ido not haye 
to recite that to you because I think most fishermen were interested ip 
that bill. When we started it looked like a hopeless task but it was 
passed because of great public interest in the subject. We are living | 
in an era where artificial State lines can restrict activities of our people 
in many phases of our lives. This, again, was demonstrated in the 
case of the small boat bill where fishermen were seeking to indulge in 
their favorite sport. I believe we must give thought to a way by 
ee we can broaden the scope of regulations rather than limiting 
them. 

I note the objection which many State departments of wildlife or | 
fish and game associations raise to this bill and I know the jealousy | 
with which they regard their sources of revenue, but, again, I think 
it is time we take a new look a+ this and that is what we want to do, 

We will invite the Internarional Association of Game, Fish, and | 
Conservation Commissioners. | do not look to see them come here 
and talk very intelligently and to do anything but oppose the bill 
until they have their next meeting when I hope the matter will be 
considered by them. I would not be a bit surprised that there would 
be opposition in the beginning, but the acceptance that the bill has | 
had through the letters I have received from sportsmen and sports- 
writers who have picked up the bill indicate to me that there is a de 
mand for such legislation and, by pursuing it, perhaps we can bring 
about the adoption of legislation that will make the sport of fishing 
more available to our people and, in the end, bring more money to 
the conservation departments that are charged with the preservation 
of this resource. 

Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like to say that! 
have a letter from Mr. L. P. Voigt, the conservation director of the 
Conservation Department of Wisconsin in opposition to this bill. 
Because of the length of the letter I will not read it into the record, 
but I would like to have it inserted in the record. 

(See p. 28.) 

Mr. Van Petr. The State of Wisconsin probably issues more | 
nonresident licenses than any other State in the Union so I can see the 
express concern of the director in this matter. I appreciate the’ 
statement from the Department in not taking a position at this time 
until all of the facts have been gone into. I think that is all I have 
to say. 
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Mr. Miter. Mr. Lennon? 

Mr. Lennon. No questions. 

Mr. Miter. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. I think this bill, or something along this line, has merit, 
Mr. Janzen. ‘This bill is in a wholly untried field and needs to be 
approached very cautiously but it would be my hope that the Depart- 
ment would do everything that it can to work out a program, if it is 

ssible to work out a program. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. I would not want to make a statement now, Mr. 
Chairman, until I talk to the director of conservation of the State of 
Illinois. ‘The only thing I worry about is that if this goes into effect, 

adually this will go on until there is a possibility you will do away 
with State licenses and have Federal licenses in the whole United 
States. 

All of these things lead one into another. I do not want to take 
any position here until I talk to our director. 

Mr. Mituer. I can understand your feeling in this respect. On the 
other hand, I doubt very much whether that would come about 
because, after all, the residents are the ones who do the most fishing 
in their States. Maybe Wisconsin attracts a lot of nonresidents but 
in many States people find themselves embarrassed by local fishing 
laws and one of the things that got me interested and stimulated me 
into filing this bill was a very good friend of mine who started out for 
Florida on his vacation. He wanted to fish in a very beautiful State 
south of here a little way, North Carolina, and he spent half a day 
trying to find a place to get a fishing license. By that time he decided 
he would not fish and went on. 

He asked, ‘“‘Why can’t we do something that is going to eliminate 
the necessity for getting a fishing license in every State?” 

If we had a compact of States we might be able to do this and this 
is one of the things that stimulated me to introduce this bill. Of 
course, there is this possibility of the State losing its identity and that 
is always there, but I think that it loses its identity with respect to 
more serious matters before it loses its identity with respect to fishing. 

Mr, Horrman. I agree with you. 

Mr. Miter. I am going to let the counsel make some suggestions 
now in open meeting. 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Lennon. 

Mr. Lennon. While counsel is preparing his questions, I would like 
to ask a couple of questions. 

What States of the 50 require a license for saltwater sport fishing? 

Mr. Janzen. I am going to ask Mr. Tunison to answer that 
question. 

Mr. Tunison. There are four, Mr. Lennon; California, Texas, Ala- 
bama, and Louisiana. 

Mr. Lennon. Does that State license permit fishing anywhere in 
the coastal waters affected by salt water or tide? 

Mr. Tunison. It is my understanding that that is true. In the 
case of Texas, as is pointed out in the director’s statement, they have 
one license which would permit a person to fish, not only inland but 
also in the salt-water area. 
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Mr. Lennon. Those four States, Alabama, California, Florida ang 
Texas? 

Mr. Tunison. Louisiana 

Mr. Lennon. And Louisiana? 

Mr. Tunison. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. Five? 

Mr. Tuntson. No; four—California, Texas, Alabama, and Louis). 
ana. 

Mr. Lennon. Florida does not have that? 

Mr. Tunison. No. 





Mr. Lennon. In what inland States are licenses issued permitting | 


fishing in inland waters? 

Mr. Tuntson. All States. 

Mr. Lennon. In these other three States they have a separate 
license for coastal fishing? 

Mr. Tunison. For saltwater fishing; that is my understanding, 

Mr. Lennon. Does the gentleman know what that license jis jp 
those States, normally required for saltwater fishing? 

Mr. Tuntson. I am sorry; I cannot give you that? 

Mr. Miter. Supply it for the record. 

Would you like it for the record? 

Mr. Lennon. Yes; I would. 

Mr. Tunison. We can supply that. 

(This information is item 3 of the following letter :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, 
BuREAU OF Sport FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1960. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: In response to a request by the Subcommittee on Fisheries 
and Wildlife during the hearing on May 31 on H.R. 11410, we are furnishing the 
following information for the record: 

(1) A table showing the number of nonresident fishing licenses, both annual 
and short term, sold in the States during fiscal year 1959, and costs to the anglers, 
(See p. 14.) 

(2) A table showing the range of typical fees charged in each of the 50 States 
for resident and nonresident fishing licenses. This table includes data on annual 
and trip or short-term licenses. An explanation of various fees charged in se 
lected States is shown. (See p. 15.) 

(3) Data on license costs in the four States which require licenses to fish in 
salt water: 

Texas: An annual license costing $2.15 is required of both residents and 
nonresidents. The same license permits anglers to fish in both fresh and 
salt water. 

California: Both residents and nonresidents must buy a $1 license, good 
for 3 days, to fish in the Pacific Ocean. 

Louisiana: Nonresidents are required to buy a $5 annual or $2 7-day 
license. They may fish in both fresh and salt water. The statewide resi 
dent license allows a resident to fish in both fresh and salt water. 

Alabama: Same fees and privileges for nonresidents as in Louisiana. The 
statewide resident license allows a resident to fish in both fresh and salt 
water. 

If further information is desired, please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 

D. H. Janzen, Director. 
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Mr. Gross. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LENNON. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. What is the license fee in Texas, which I believe 
Mr. Janzen said permits nonresident fishing? 

Mr. TuNISON. $2.15. 

Mr. Gross. For both resident and nonresident? 

Mr. Tunison. That is correct. 

Mr. Gross. That does not include salt water fishing? 

Mr. Tunison. That does include salt water fishing. They have 
only one license. 

Mr. Gross. What about beyond the 3-mile limit? 

Mr. Tunison. It is our understanding that when a person goes 
fishing he would require a license when he left the boat landing, or 
things of that nature. If he used air transportation and landed out 
there beyond the territorial limits, I assume he would not require a 
license. If he were to land within Texas waters, he would be subject 
toa penalty if he did not have a license. The point of checking would 
be the landing. 

Mr. Miuuer. In order to have the right to fish, he must be in 
possession of a fishing license from the State, whether he got in by 
airplane or not? 

Mr. Tuntson. That is right. 

Mr. Mitter. You can take the fish out and consume them beyond 
the territorial limit and that is perfectly all right; but the moment 
you bring fish in, within the territorial limit of the State, the State 
can require that you have a license to have those fish in your 
possession ? 

Mr. Gross. I think a bill of this nature could be worked out and 
tend to stop the confusion that prevails. 

Mr. Lennon. Of these States that require a license for salt water 
as well as inland fishing, that license would require a person to fish 
off a ditch or bank not on his own land? 

Mr. Tuntson. That is correct. 

Mr. Lennon. It might be interesting to comment that in North 
Carolina, since 1947, the general assembly has been confronted with 
a bill to require licenses of that type. It is a joke in our State called 
“the earthworm bill.”’ 

Mr. Gross. What kind of a bill? 

Mr. Lennon. We fish with earthworms in the streams of North 
Carolina and it is a laugh that you cannot get this through to save 
your life. They say a man cannot stand on a riverbank and fish for 
catfish, gar, suckers, or something like that. 

J would have to say right now: I am not in favor of legislation like 
this. 

People in North Carolina drive 300 miles and come down to Moor- 
head City, Lockwoods Folly, or Shallotte Inlet or Kure or Carolina 
Beach and other beaches, and they pay $10 or $20 a piece to charter 
a boat and go outside once a year. They bring their wives and three 
or four children and it costs about $15 to $20 a piece to go offshore. 
To require those people to pay $2.25 or $2.50 per head for one trip 
outside for the experience of a lifetime to troll for king mackerel or 


| bluefish or possibly marlin or sailfish—we just will not buy that. 
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Mr. Gross. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lennon. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. That breed of confirmed fishermen undoubtedly fighes 
elsewhere in the country, too? 

Mr. Lennon. No, Mr. Gross. Many people read about the great 
things that happen offshore and they plan all year, save their money 
and make one trip to our coast to go out and charter a boat and o 
outside. The man may bring his wife and children and give them ap 
experience of a lifetime in deep sea fishing—and then to require that 


man to buy a license for himself, his wife, and three children for this _ 


one trip—lI will not pursue that now, but I will when the time comes, 

Thank you. 

Mr. Miter. I was going to say to the gentleman that if we am 
going to do a lot of this research into salt water fishing and the develop. 
ment and the protection of salt water fishing—— 

Mr. Lennon. I am not impressed, Mr. Chairman, with what the 
Bureau has done and what they could have done. 

Mr. Miuuer. They have not done anything yet. 

Mr. Lennon. They have not allocated a penny for this program 
over a period of years for the development of salt water fishing. Jp 
my opinion, it is the greatest income-producing factor in sport fishing, 
but we do not see fit to put any money in the program. 

Mr. Gross. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lennon. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. I think the emphasis has been put upon commercial 
fishing by the Bureau. That is where the money——— 

Mr. Lennon. That is gone now. The year before last, I think the 
gentleman knows that we imported in this country from Peru about 
40,000 tons of menhaden meal and last year we imported into this 
country in excess of 48,000 tons which destroyed the menhaden 
industry along the Atlantic coast. 

What is done about it? 

The same thing with the shrimp industry. We are bringing them 
in here from every part of the world and this fallacious attitude on 
the part of this administration—not only this, but the previous ones— 
that we have to sacrifice certain essential American industries to have 
the good will of the people of the world——. 

Mr. Gross. I agree with the gentleman a thousand percent. 

Mr. Minter. Did the gentlemen ever stop to think that maybe we 
have not done enough work on the biology of the sea to know what 
causes some of these fluctuations in fishing, both sports fishing and 
commercial fishing? 

We have heard about sardines in the Pacific coast which were sup- 
posed to be overfished. Apparently the sardines are on their way back 
and apparently they go in cycles. 

I do not think anyone can make a definite statement about that but, 
in my estimation, that is one of the places where we can be most 
critical and that is going to fall back on the Congress. | 

We have never done anything in the study of the biology of the sea 
to know some of these things. It is one of the things I hope we cai 
bring about, get a knowledge of fishing, and why they are there, and 
why -you get them in certain places and why you get them in other 
places. We have had testimony before another subcommittee of this | 
committee quite recently dealing with tuna where we were told that 
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they get them in certain places but, as to why they get them there, 
we do not know. 

I think our lack of positive scientific knowledge is one of the weak- 
nesses in our whole position there. 

Do you think there is any truth in that, Mr. Janzen? 

Mr. JANZEN. I certainly agree with you. Our lack of knowledge of 
the sports species in salt water is almost complete. We know very 
little and we are starting a program, as you know, on July 1. There 
has been an amount of $150,000 set aside in the appropriation starting 
July 1, for salt water noncommercial sport fisheries research and we 
are hopeful of getting a start as I think that is a field that has been 
badly neglected. 

Mr. Minter. We are going to get it started but in the field of biologi- 
cal research time is the ultimate and there is nothing you can do to 
hurry it? 

Mr. JANZEN. That is correct. It takes time. 

Mr. Mituer. In other words, this is a study of life and it takes time, 
and over the last 40 or 50 years when we have applied scientific re- 
search to other types of fisheries, fresh water fisheries, that is one 
thing, but we are just beginning to reap some of the benefits and to 
know some of these things now. ‘This is the one thing we are going 
to be up against in salt water fishing, is it not? 

Mr. JANZEN. That is correct. 

Mr. Mituer. It is going to take a long time to get this information 
and the quicker we get started on it, the quicker we will have it solved. 
Itis a matter of many generations of fish and I think that I am correct 
insaying that. As far as I know, on the Pacific coast I am correct 
in saying that we are not quite positive yet just where the striped 
bass or rockfish spawn and how they spawn. 

Is that a true statement? 

It may be that my experience is a little old on that now, but I think 
that is a fairly true statement, is it not? 

Mr. JANZEN. Yes, sir. 

If I might venture an observation here dealing with our salt water 
marine fisheries, with many species it is like dealing with migratory 
birds. We are dealing with the type of thing which moves over big 
expanses of land or water and, of course, complicates the research 
problem. Furthermore, in the life of the sea, we have such a great 
variety because they live in all graduations of salinity from salt water 
tofresh water. Therefore, it makes for a variety both in the plantlife 
and foodlife of the fish. We have an almost unlimited field here that 
is just beine started and as far as the sport fisheries species are con- 
cerned, the emphasis has been, as you stated, in the commercial fish- 
eries group of species. 

Mr. Mitier. Even in the commercial fisheries, with the exception 
of one or two species, we do not know too much about them? 

Mr. Janzen. I think that is very true. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, is it the supposition that some of the 
money that will be collected here will go for salt water fishing? 

Mr. Miter. This money would be returned to the States. . I do 
not think the Federal Government should tell the States how they 
should use the money that is given them other than that it is going to 
be used in their conservation and wildlife efforts. That is the present 
assumption. 
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The bill could be written and handled as the Dingell-Johnson funds 
are handled, or the Pittman-Robertson funds, in the case of nonpeg, 
dent licenses, fish or wildlife, where the States submit their projects ty 
the Federal Government and the States put up so much money ap | tl 
the Federal Government puts up so much money. It is a cooperatiy, | 
venture. it 


It was on the basis of the success of the Pittman-Robertson law tha 

the Dingell-Johnson bill affecting fisheries was passed. | tl 
Am I correct? | 8 
Mr. JANZEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Tuntson. Yes, sir. re 


Mr. Miter. In other words, it worked so well with game and with 
mammals, and because the whole field of wildlife and the problem of 
wildlife comes under the Pittman-Robertson Act, that the other jj 
came into being and it is functioning. 

It is the same way with taxes that go back to the States and the 
States must use that for research or actual work and cannot use it for 
administrative purposes. This is one of the big fights that we con. 
tinuously have about money being diverted, not only by the State 
but by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Gross. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. This is designed on the face of it as an inland licensing 
bill, is it not? 

Mr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. The specific exemption is made for those four States 
and perhaps others might come along on their licenses for offshor 
fishing; is that correct? 

Mr. Miuer. Yes; I would say that. 

Mr. Gross. That is a special license provision in the bill? 

Mr. Miuuer. The license end, of course, is contemplated so that 
this money would be sent back to the States for the use of the States 
in a formula to be devised for the use of the States. 

Mr. Gross. It is on the face of it an inland fishing bill? 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes, on the face of it. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, the money that it gets now out of 
State license fees, there is no restriction on that? The State uses that 
as it sees fit? 

Mr. Miuuer. I assume that it is specifically earmarked for fish 
and game work. I do not know. 

Do any States use money from the sale of licenses for general revenue 
purposes? 

Mr. JANZEN. No, sir. 

Wait a minute; let me be sure I have your question straight. 

You say, revenue from State hunting licenses or fishing licenses used 
for general revenue? 

Mr. Horrman. Of a State? 

Mr. Janzen. No, sir; it must be used for fish and wildlife if the 
State is to be eligible for the Federal-aid apportionment. 
Mr. Mutter. That is right. 

Mr. JANzEN. That is one of the conditions in the legislation. 
Mr. Horrman. All States? 
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Mr. Janzen. All States are eligible at this time. There ae been 
times when a State was ineligible for a period of 2 years, I believe in 
the case of one State, because it did divert more money than was 
reasonable for overhead or administration. In other words, diverting 
it to general revenue, you might say. oe: 

Mr. Mituter. I think I am generally correct in that statement there, 
that very few States appropriate general revenue funds out of their 

eneral revenue for fish and wildlife? ’ 

California has done it but very few States appropriate genera 
revenue funds for fish and wildlife required to carry its own—— 

Mr. JANZEN. I think that is correct, as a general statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Mituer. Mr. Counsel? 

Mr. Zincke. Mr. Janzen, do you have available a tabulation of 
nonresident fishing license fees in the various States? 

Mr. Janzen. Yes, we could secure that. 

(The information follows:) 


57395—60——_3 
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Nonresident fishing licenses, fiscal year 1959 
—_—————_ << 


State 
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Number sold | 
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14, 
44, 
4, 
16, 
2, 
1, 
9, 
2, 
14, 
15, 
21, 
6, 
. 
17, 
13, 
21, 
4, 
117, 
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12, 
26, 
5, 
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, 002 
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O15 


662 216, 623. 75 


206 


165 161, 650. 00 


169 
132 
176 
541 
426 1 
049 
231 
056 
403 
026 
364 
931 1 
264 
426 | 


Cost to 
anglers 


301 $56, 505, 00 


79, 295. 
42, 060. 


13, 773. 
8, 490. 
96, 348. 
14, 102. 
73, 112. 
63, 958. 
74, 308. 
26, 628. 
17, 121. 
85, 130. 
66, 820. 
29, 587. 
42, 640. 
17, 217. 


038 585, 190. 


285 | 1,1 
478 
615 1 
991 
258 | 


392 | 


302 | 
224 | 


912 


69, 140. 
77, 987. 
39, 728. 
59, 910. 
32, 580. 
13, 600. 
53, 658. 
64, 676. 
83, 136. 


, 386 | 224, 123. 


33, 778. 
9, 672. 
73, 038. 


306 211, 530. 


294 
304 | 
322 | 


493 


286 


753 





885 | 1,1 


, 834 | 


448 | 


62, 160. 
81, 470. 

2, 195. 
34, 050. 
42, 465. 
74, 610. 


22, 805. 


56, 542. 
33, 870. 
56, 295. 
35, 829. 
94, 495. 
98, 340. 
41, 792. 


00 
00 


15 
00 
00 
50 
00 
25 
50 
75 
30 
00 
00 
25 
00 
00 | 
00 
00 
50 
75 
00 
00 
00 


75 


——___ 


Number sold | Cost to 


00 |___-- 


00 | 
00 | 
20 

00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
50 
00 
00 


00 
50 | 
00 
00 
50 
00 
00 
00 | 
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6, 800 28, 898, 
155, 309 308, ms 
11, 616 34, 848. 9 
101, 552 355, 432, (9 


1, 775 3, 283. 75 


"162, 846 258, 131, i 


14, 160 16, 513. 
45, 032 176, 450.00 


4, 952 | 11, 142.0 
10, 2 50 25, 625,00 
6, 816 20, 448. (0 
3, 062 8, 727,45 


55, 113 | 110, 226.09 
13, 360 26, 720.0 
28, 180 162, 035.0 


6, 231 | 18, 693.00 
2, 655 | 7, 301.% 


101, 547 406, 188.00 





61, 200 76, 500,00 
49, 863 162, 054. 75 
40, 429 121, 287.00 
7, 817 23, 451.00 
19, 695 | 43, 050. 60 
28, 070 94, 004. 
35, 740 | 104, 970.00 
23, 506 64, 641.50 
36, 307 51, 057, 
- | -- wee. 
12, 176 39, 572.0 
49, 207 | 110, 715, %5 
11, 550 57, 750.0 
9, 328 30, 316.00 
181 | 560,25 
25, 283 53, 004.0 
39, 399 | 39, 3900 
174, 112 279, 398.0 
12, 695 | 50, 766,00 
4, | 64, 934.00 
2, 304 2, 304. 00 
11, 485 | 45, 940.00 
7, 390 22, 812.0 


‘ 
50, 335 | 302, 010.00 
58, 067 174, 201.0 
3, 828 7, 655. 8) 





, 542, 068 4, 033, 782.15 


NotE.—Only license categories readily identifiable as solely ‘nonresident’ are included. Therefore 
tags, stamps, permits, etc., sold to both residents and nonresidents are excluded; combination hunting and 


fishing licenses are also excluded. 


Mr. ZinckeE. I assume from your statement you have the amount 
of revenue obtained by the respective States from nonresident licenses 


Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 


Mr. Zincke. You have already quoted two or three in your state | 


ment. 


Mr. JANzEN. I believe we could easily collect that information. 


Mr. Zincke. May I suggest that be requested and included in the | 


record, Mr. Chairman? 


Mr. Miuuer. It will be so ordered. 
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Supply it for the record, please. 




















—| Mr. JANZEN. Yes. 
| Mr. Zincxe. That is all. 
—. | (The information follows:) 
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EE Mh ids ck pa decetgtancecescsnanawenas 3. 00 10. 00 | 43.00 
eee - 51.00 
7, 301, % Colorado.......---------------------- coneecase= 4. 00 10. 00 3. 50 
ence in nnn 1. 00 
SE | ance ban cssccecwenkoonsnecsas= | 4.35 1.35 | 6.35 | 1, 85 
Se eee age 1.25 Sc Coane 
52, 054. 5 PE hp srScdn anna in cienqadsnunetan sad 2. 00 10. 50 | 3.25 
) pee a 1. 25 
23, 451. 00 BE nice nanker—samesa- 1. 25 5. 50 | 1, 00 
(3, 050.60 | 4 ba A 3. 25 
BD Wi cacnceentennencennnn-cora-seceane 2. 50 nba nns]-comapenegnpes 
| . 00 : + «takin Pedck eee, 
4, 970.00 0 2. 59 12. 00 | 4.00 
64, 641. 50 3. 00 2. 00 
51, 057.2) |--------- 1. 00 
sia igh acass-on . 6 2. 10 4.25 2. 25 
39, 572.00 4. 25 ubihins. 
10, 715. 75 nt hiitnetaenscedaaqenanaeqcnoeene | 1. 50 3. 50 2. 50 
57, 780.00 | Rb Je Las eee ee ; 
30, 316.00 te chiki eeccccnncsteeonenscesecen | 2.00 4.50 3. 00 
560.3 | inc icsckddnossurewhennasaseoces 2. 00 5. 00 | 2.75 
53, 004. 30 Rat tubdl a dacwndéinnscssedonsecinpascd | 2. 00 5. 00 2. 00 
39, 399,00 3. 25 5. 5) | 2. 25 
79, 398, 0 ei sa goactaaerawncnsocegl 1.00 | 5.00 | 2. 00 
od Nee cc cdabbtdenbeendechimacwaal 2.75 | 8.75 | 5.75 
iar ie 2.25 | 3.75 
64, 934. 00 i oa Soc nathd bhddokacaddsen 3. 00 af 10. 00 63.00 
2, 304. 00 * 7 3.00 
45, 940.00 i Ed wick deeb oh otiaain da ababeneeeae $3.00 
22,8120 | Massachusetts: 
02, 010.00 a citiuasangantseadguaannbosne SNE Bilan atieics nomeiac 7.75 2.75 
74, 201.0 Saket ek | 1.25 | 2. 25 . 
7, 655.8 lel ie cea od . aia aaa ee Andwtdecke ‘. s 
sae Se so oro 2. 00 5. 00 4.00 
ate 5 pipeline ears 1. 50 4. 00 —_ 
ae a Ee iF ap Be es ae 1. 00 6. 00 | 1.00 
——— ie atl ai naa 2. 25 5. 25 3. 25 
33, 782, 15 Re eC 3. 00 10. 00 3. 00 
Nebraska. ._..__- 2. 00 10. 00 3. 00 
ee as koe 5. 00 10. 00 5. 00 
| 3. 50 
New Hampshire. - - _- 2. 50 7. 25 2.75 
4. 25 
There | NewJerséy...................___ 3.15 Lg ea i 
iting and New Mexico.___. 3. 50 8. 00 3. 00 
New York......._-- 2. 25 5. 50 2.75 
North Carolina. ____- ; 4.10 . 69 6.10 | 91.10 
i souplabe eh 10 2. 60 
mount nate Dekote ee a 7 1. 00 o Oh: :* : 
7 Q) tl. 1.75 4.75 2. 00 
enses. gl 2 5. 25 3. 25 
| 4. 04 10. 00 5. 00 
state- Pennsylvania___._._____-___ 3 25 5 00 3.2 
Rhode Island his ; 1 3.25 i 7.25 1. 50 
‘ : : 5.15 3.25 
mn. | South Carolina... 3.00 10. 00 2.00 
a 1 OO 1.00 
in the ' South Dakota......___|{ 2 00 5 OO 1.00 
Tennessee... __. Soe i 3 00 . 50 5.00 1. 50 
j 2.00 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 16. 
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Fishing license costs, 1959 \—-Continued 
Resident Nonresident 
State Sit 
Annual 2 Trip 3 Annual 2 Trip! 
Tt pmindeniasthaueced oihaseaqanbenenased De foseescapconnen $2.15 }-22. 
rh 5 tina cbaéedaeeeeetl Sh cee agaccnck 5.00; «mi 
ME attr aeits “| 10. 00 | “ 
Diode dateedtdbaeedacccconeckane uncon a | BP ivcldaccomaned | 5. 00 | 2.0) 
cae eee Py ee ee eee | = ditaen eine » 
MR erdigies sc cieueushicuccdesesdsed-sses 3. 00 $1. 50 | 10. 00 | 7: 
re eeeeipeetechaee meee engines : = : 
NN a re a ns oS oe baa Bt. coating od 15. 00 my | 
Bees sce ee oe edie sake 
NNN Soot nacbaccaentcctccscneee Ae ccinncoc cass | 10.00; = ym | 
NR de icisctackteetec aed preven aaa =< tte eee carpe rl i" 
Ne aaa 1. 50 Pec comcsnax endo 10. 00 | “hh 
— sins setnilfinedinaiatiipa lia oa , 
I estes Ss vid ba iti ocd 377.10| Ime 
NOMI ge ees Ee Peete 1 6.73 | 1267 | 
PR Mitaccncocgncccuccchissuskseys 8. OB fj . cnn snow en ns 25-15. 00 | 1.00-10,9 | 








1 Excludes combination fishing and hunting licenses and special stamps, tags, permits, ete. 
2 Statewide license; excludes special stamps, tags, and miscellaneous permits. 

3 “Trip” period ranges from 1 to 15 days; ineludes special area licenses. 

410 days. 

53 days, Pacific Ocean. 

63-day tourist. 

7 Potomac River, opposite Virginia and West Virginia. 

® Potomac River, opposite Washington, D.C. 

91 day. 

10 5 days. 


Mr. Mituer. Thank you very much, Mr. Janzen. 

Mr. Tunison, are you going to make a statement? 

Mr. Janzen. No; I just asked him to come here and support me 
in answering questions, 


Mr. Miuuer. We next have Mr. Raymond Johnson, Chief, Branch | 


of Sport Fisheries. 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Mitier. Mr. Frank E. Harrison, Special Assistant to the 


Director of the National Park Service. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK E. HARRISON, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO 
THE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY 
COLEMAN C. NEWMAN, BIOLOGIST, BRANCH OF PARK, FOREST 
AND WILDLIFE PROTECTION, AND ORTHELLO WALLIS, AQUATIC 


BIOLOGIST, BRANCH OF NATURAL HISTORY 


Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman, I have with me Mr. Coleman C. 
Newman, of the Branch of Park, Forest and Wildlife Protection, and 
Mr. Orthello Wallis, of the Branch of Natural History, National Park 
Service. 

The Department’s report is before the committee and it points out, 
I believe, the principal concern of the Park Service at this particular 
time. By concern, | mean something we feel should be explored very 
carefully before legislation is enacted. That is the matter of juris 
diction in the national parks. That concern stems largely from see 
tions 103(a) and 203(a) of the bill. 


We feel iat enactment might have a considerable effect on the 


Federal-State relations existing in the parks at the present time. 
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These sections purport to permit the holder of a Federal stamp the 
privilege to fish in any national park and to do it solely under regula- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior and without payment of a further 
fee. If carried into practice these sections would change the basic 
jurisdiction and policy with respect to fishing in many of the parks 
because in many parks, monuments, and recreational areas offering 
fishing, the States have retained jurisdiction over fishing subject, of 
course, to the principle of law set out in Hunt v. U.S., 278 U.S. 96. 

The existing jurisdictional status was achieved through the States 
enacting cession statutes. The Federal Government, in turn, accept- 
ing them by the enactment of legislation. Therefore, further legisla- 
tion on the part of the States will be required before this can be altered 
in these particular States. 

uite aside from the matter of legislative jurisdiction held by the 
United States, the Park Service, as a matter of general policy, follows 
the State law on fishing and it is so provided in section 1.4, title 36, of 
the Federal Code Regulations. 

While we are unaware to what extent the States are willing to re- 
linquish this control, it is interesting to note that in the case of Cali- 
fornia, the State, by an act of this legislature approved April 15, 1919, 
expressly reserves the power to fix and collect license fees for fishing 
in Lassen, Yosemite, Sequoia, and Kings Canyon National Parks. 

The United States, by act of June 2, 1920, 41 Stat. 731, accepted 
the State cession and explicitly recognized the reservation by Cali- 
fornia of this power. Also, in ceding the United States jurisdiction 
over Isle Royale National Park, the State of Michigan reserved con- 
trol over fishing in that part of Lake Superior which is included in the 
park. 

One other matter which gives us some concern is to be found in 
section 102(b) where it provides that the funds shall be available to 
the Secretary. That is, the funds collected under the Federal fishing 
stamp will be available to the Secretary to promote fishing in the 
national parks including, but not limited to, the stocking of streams 
and other bodies of water within national parks. 

As you know the national parks are set aside by act of Congress for 
special purposes. That is, to preserve wildlife and the natural and 
historic objects unimpaired. That is a mandate of Congress con- 
tained in the act of August 25, 1916, 39 Stat. 535. In implementation 
of that legislation, it is the general policy of the Park Service with 
respect to fishing that recreational fishing within national parks and 
monuments shall be permitted under management programs directed 
toward the perpetuation, restoration, and protection of native species 
and wildlife populations of fishes and the protection of natural aquatic 
environments, and the ecological relationships of the associated fauna 
and flora. This activity shall be directed so as to not decrease the 
wildlife, scenic, scientific, or historic values of the park. 

In other words, the promotion of fishing in the parks, pursuant to 
section 102(b) should be in furtherance of the objectives of the 1916 
act. In other words, we do not go in for so-called put-and-take 
fishing in the parks. 

I believe perhaps the committee realizes that fishing in the parks 
presents an unusual situation. 

I believe that is all I have to say by way of an opening statement, sir. 
We will be glad to answer questions. 
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Mr. Miter. Do I understand that the streams in the nation 
parks are not stocked with fish? | 

Mr. Harrison. There is some stocking, sir, but it is of the natiye | 
species, and it is done not just in order to provide fishing. That jg | 
we limit the types of fish that are stocked. ; 

Mr. Wallis, here, perhaps can answer that better than I can. Heijs 
the technician. 

Mr. Watts. We do stock some national parks, but our primary 
concern is maintaining wild types of fishing depending upon natural 
reproductive capacities of fish populations, and fishing regulations 
are concerned with trying to provide for wild-type fishing experience 
within our parks in keeping with the general tone of our objectives, 

Mr. Miuuer. If you did not stock the Merced River, how long 
would you be able to fish in the Yosemite National Park? 

Mr. Watts. If you did not stock that river, you would notice no 
difference at all, sir. The main population of fish taken out of the 
Merced River in Yosemite Valley are brown trout and brown trout 
have not been planted in that river for a number of years. They ar 
maintaining themselves by natural reproduction. 

Mr. Mituer. One time you did stock it rather heavily, did you not? 
Mr. Watuis. Yes, all of the waters in many of the parks were 
heavily stocked at one time. | 

In many waters now we find stocking is not necessary because we | 
have natural populations that are more than maintaining an adequate 
population of fish. That is one of our jobs, to try to determine the 
amount of fishing on these waters in bibetaisa to the numbers of fish | 
present. In other words, we do not want the waters overfished and 
thereby deplete the natural population. 

Mr. Mituier. How do you control overfishing of the waters? 

Mr. Watts. There are several ways we have done that. In some 
cases we have had a lower limit of the number of fish you could keep. 
In some waters—in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park there 
are some streams that are on a fishing-for-fun-only basis. They only 
fish and release the fish they catch. Thereby he has more recreational 
experience and kills fewer fish. It has met with general acceptance 
there, anglers have an opportunity to catch more fish per unit of effort 
than in nearby streams where they can retain the fish. 

We do not propose this will work in all streams because in some 
streams the natural population is so large some of the fish can be taken 
without hurting the basic resource. 

Mr. Mitter. Then the National Park Service establishes by regu- 
lation the fishing limits that can be taken within the national parks 
irrespective of the State law? 

Mr. Watts. We abide by the State law but we can go beyond it. 
For example, there are parts in California where we have had a 10-fish 
limit for many years. It is an ideal California fish and game has tried 
to reach and has only recently reached. Before that they had limits 
up to 25 fish, reduced to 20, and then down to 15. In certain partsol 
California it is now down to 10 fish per angler per day. a 

Mr. Miter. I wonder if the Merced River succeeds in maintaining 
by natural propagation all of its population, and you do not restrict 
fishing, why the State of California has to build a trout hatchery 1 
order to keep its streams stocked with fish? I am intrigued with you | 
statement. I would like to hear something further on it. 
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Mr. Watts. We know that stocking is necessary in some waters. 
We are not proposing that the type of management we do within 
national parks necessarily would be the best for waters on the outside, 
but within national parks we hope to maintain a wild type fishery 
that is as natural an experience as possible. 

Certain types of planning would cause visitors to come into the 
park rimarily for the purpose of oem than for the basic pur- 

se for which parks were set aside. This increased pressure would 
do damage to some of the other natural features we are trying to pro- 
tect, such as the stream banks, certain types of birds and mammals 
which depend on fish for a certain amount of their livelihood. Cer- 
tainly they are entitled in a national park to their share of the fish. 

Mr. Miter. Then we who support the national parks are not 
supposed to use these parks for our own recreation. We are setting 
them aside for a few people to be able to maintain them. 

[always thought when I voted for money for national parks we were 
setting aside areas where common Joe Blow could enjoy himself and 
partake of some of these things. I did not think it was a crime to 
encourage fishing in national parks, but I understand you tell me now 
you do not want to encourage fishing in national parks? 

Mr. Harrison. I do not think—— 

Mr. Miter. I asked him the question. He asked me about these 
pressures. Is this what I understand from you, that you do not en- 
courage fishing in national parks? 

Mr. Watts. We permit fishing. 

Mr. Miutuer. Do you encourage it? 

Mr. Watuts. We do not promote fishing. 

Mr. Miter. You do not encourage it. Let us not argue about 
semantics. You do not encourage fishing in national parks. 

Mr. Watuis. We do not encourage it if you mean ‘‘encourage” from 
a promotional point of view. 

Mr. Miuuer. I said encourage. Let us not qualify it. Do you 
or do you not encourage people to go to national parks for fishing; 
yes or no? 

Mr. Watuts. I would say no. 

Mr. Miter. Why do you not encourage them to go fishing in na- 
tional parks? Is it because you want to deny something to the people? 
I thought they were set aside as great recreational areas where people 
could go and enjoy any type of recreation that was there, and it became 
necessary to stock the fish so the streams would be supplied. 

I for one will take a new look at the program from now on. 

a Watts. I am afraid I must have given you a misconception, 
then. 

Mr. Mititer. You didn’t give me a misconception. You answered 
no, that you did not encourage fishing in the national parks. 

Mr. Watts. We do not discourage—— 

_Mr. Mitter. You accept fishing as something which has recrea- 
tional value? 

Mr. Wauuis. Yes, we do. We do not discourage it but on the other 
hand we do not encourage it to a promotional extent. 

Mr. Mitier. Now you are talking in circles as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. Wauuts. We have fishing in parks which is high quality. We 
have fishing for wild fish. We have fishing which many anglers feel 
is better than fishing in some of the waters on the outside of the park. 
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Mr. Mitier. Who determines who are high quality fishermen anq 
who are low quality fishermen? Do you have standards to estab. 
lish this? 

Mr. Watts. We have standards to state what is wild and naturg] 
type fishing as opposed to—— 

Mr. Mituzr. My good friend, Mr. Gross, is an expert fisherman, 

Mr. Gross. Thank you. 

Mr. Miuuer. I assume he likes to go into the national parks and 
lay his fly right down to the place where he attracts the trout, and the 
trout thinks this is a natural little fly and he jumps at it. 

Mr. Gross. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mituer. I belong to this hook and worm group that my friend 
from North Carolina belongs to. 

Mr. Gross. So do I. 

Mr. Miter. I suppose if we want to go into national parks I am 
not being a high quality sportsman, and I would be discouraged from 
going into Yosemite Valley to fish whereas Mr. Gross can go in and 
fish and Mr. Lennon and [ cannot go in to fish. 

Mr. Watuts. No, sir; we do not discourage people from going into 
the parks to fish. We recognize that that is a legitimate type of 
recreational activity within a park. 

Mr. Miuuer. This is interesting. 

Mr. Watuis. We have parks where you may use any type of bait 
In some cases it has been necessary to have restrictive legislation to 
oer populations of fish that are low, and this is one method of 
oing it. 

Mr. Miuuer. We have no jurisdiction over national parks, but I 
am beginning to wonder now about it. I do not know much about 
botany, and I wonder whether I would be allowed in national parks, 
Maybe I cannot qualify to go into a national park. I am not an 
expert fisherman; | am not an expert outdoorsman. I like to go to 
national parks. I have gone to them for years, and whenever I get 
a chance I go into them. I like the scenery and fishing, but you are 
planting in my mind the fact I have no right to go into them because 
I am not an expert in some lines. 

Mr. Wauuis. Many of our fishermen are not experts. 

Mr. Mituer. But then you say you reserve these streams or keep 
them for the expert fishermen. 

Mr. Wauuts. Those were just a few out of the many miles of streams 
we have down in Great Smoky. 

Mr. Miturer. How do you determine the experts? 

Mr. Watuis. We have not attempted to classify the expert. 

Mr. Mixer. I always thought there were matters of snagging 
fish, getting the hook out of his mouth, and putting him back into the 
stream. How do you know he lives? 

Mr. Wa tis. That is the reason why, in streams——— 

Mr. Mixture. Does he live? 

Mr. Watuts. If he has a worm on the end of the hook chances of 
his living are very small because he will be so deeply hooked. 

Mr. Mituer. I used to know men who went fishing for steelhead 


trout. After they fought this trout for 40 minutes and put his whole | 


nervous system to a tension just as if you were batted around for 40 
minutes, they then came up and took out a pair of pliers, and didn't 
even remove the hook because they didn’t want to disturb it and cut 
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the leader, and turned the fish loose because this was sport. I have 
often wondered what happened to these fish. 1 could never get many 
fisheries experts and biologists to tell me what happens to them. Can 
you tell me? 

“ Mr. Waits. They have conducted quite a series of experiments in 
hatchery ponds where they keep track of the fish that were hooked on 
flies, released, and then counied. They had a very small lot because 
with fly fishing usually the hook is wound around the mouth, whereas 
with bait fishing frequently the hook is so deeply imbedded in the fish 
that he would have 

Mr. Miuter. How about the reaction on the fish itself? 

Mr. Wauuts. The fish has to be carefully returned to the water. 
It cannot just be thrown in. 

Mr. Miitier. How about the reaction during the period he is 
fighting the fly? Does not his nervous system react to this? 

Mr. Watuis. Undoubtedly it does. He has to be returned to the 
water carefully. He cannot just be thrown in. 

Mr. Miuuter. Before he is put back into the water does he not go 
through great nervous strain? 

Mr. Wauuts. Through a certain amount, certainly. 

Mr. Miuter. You have seen animals die under those conditions 
and so have I. I have seen deer drop dead that have been man- 
handled. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pett. I have no questions. 

Mr. Lennon. As I recollect the testimony we have had here in the 
past, in efforts being made toward the establishment of a new fish 
hatchery, one of the things stressed was that you must continue this 
program of fish hatcheries because we have these streams in our great 
National Park Service and they have to be propagated. We are told 
that time and again. 

We do not have the proper appreciation of aesthetic values of the 
Park Service such as our distinguished speaker does. 

That is all, sir. 

Mr. Gross. I want to clear the atmosphere of this business of my 
being an expert fisherman. I had the best case of blood poisoning 
you ever saw because of being pronged by a catfish. 

What fees do you charge for fishing? 

Mr. Wa.uts. In Yosemite an angler needs a State fishing license. 
If he is a resident he needs the resident fishing license and if a non- 
resident the nonresident fee. There is no Federal fee for fishing in 
Yosemite. That was one of the four rights the State of California 
reserved when they ceded the area back to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Gross. What is the nonresident fee? 

Mr. Watuis. $10 for a season and about $3 for a regular permit. 

Mr. Gross. What about Yellowstone? 

_ Mr. Watts. No license is required. There is no license required 
in about half of the national parks. 

_Mr. Gross. I wonder if we might have included in the record the 
license fees charged in the national parks. 

Mr. Minter. Can you supply that? 

Mr. Harrison. We will be glad to supply that. 

Mr. Minter. Without objection that may be done. 

57395—60—_4 
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(The following was furnished for insertion.) 


State fishing licenses required in specific national parks 
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Resident Nonresident 
TT et re ee oe Pe 
Annual | Trip Annual Trip 
$$ —$ 5 -—— —-|——— tie, 
I a ca ccamenenepeccessakene $2.75 . -| $3.75 (3 day).| $8.75, adult; | $3.75 (8 day): 
| $2.25, junior. $5.75 (14 day) 
Everglades, Fla. (fresh water only)...-.| $2..---------|--------------| $10.50....-.---- | $1.25 (3 day); — 
| _ $3.25 (5 day) 
Grand Canyon, Ariz..-.......-----.-.-- PAR NOpareietedahiasnse sts -sie | $10 (trout). ~~... | $5 (5day) ~~ 
| | | (trout), 
Grand Teton, Wyo. .....-..-----.-.-- 3} SRGOLs i222. be BP cwkin see | $3 (5 day), 
Great Smoky Mountains: | | 
Werth Carolina... .................| $4.10. .- ..| $0.60 (1 day)_| $6.10...-.-.-.---] $1.10 (1 day); 
$2.60 (5 day), 
‘Trennessee................----.....-| $8.......-...]| $0.50 (1 day)_| Reciprocal ($5 $1.50 (3 day): 
| minimum). $2 (5 day). 
ines (emven. Oeil. «....ce-nve-ex< $3..: sited betas — | ne 
Lassen Voleanic, Calif...........-- | $3 edd Ree ees ee cece ee | $3 (10 day), 
CON FOND ON i ceciciadesimwancin | O0MB suis... che} MGs 4 deen ad | $4 (7 day). 
Rocky Mountain, Colo- denon nikcmenke ee ..| $10 ..--------| $3.50 (5 day), 
Geter 5 Lee) BBL isi. ; | $10 ....--] $3 (10 day), 
eS Sf eee | $3.50 plus $1 | $3 (3 day } $10 plus $5 $3 (3 day) 
| trout | (special |} trout stamp. (special 
stamp. | license). | | license), 
Wind Cave, S. Dak__..-- nel peelies a) QBjncecect--.ses) OL CN 
Vai, Gis: . nts. ..| $3 Apogee dhbbdddediedatceccul See add $3 (10 day) 
Zion, Utah. ectoaid . | $1, junior; |.-- ..----| $5, junior; | $2 (5 day), 
| $3.50, | $10, adult. junior; $4 6 
adult. | | day), adult, 











Mr. Gross. That is all. 

Mr. Miter. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Mitter. Mr. Hoffman? 

Mr. Horrman. By not encouraging people to fish did you mean 
vou do not advertise that they can fish but if anyone wants to come 
in to fish they are welcome? 

Mr. Watts. Everyone is welcome to fish. We have information 
about what the fishing requirements are in our folders. We do not 
go out and put up big signs that this is the world’s best fishing place. 

To correct one misconception, we do stock some of our waters. In 
some waters there is no natural reproduction at all. If there is to be 
any fishing it all has to be planted. 

Mr. Horrman. That is all I have. 

Mr. Miizer. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zincxe. Who enforces the State game laws in the national 
parks? 

Mr. Harrison. There again it depends on the jurisdiction. 

Mr. Zincxe. Let us stick to California. 

Mr. Harrison. The United States. 

Mr. Zincke. Enforces the State game laws? 

Mr. Harrison. That is right. 

Mr. Zincxe. What is the mechanical procedure there? If someone 
comes in without a State license what happens? 


Mr. Harrison. The rangers would have cognizance of the case and | 


the party would be taken before the U.S. Commissioner. The State 
has ceded exclusive jurisdiction over the parks, except that they 
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reserve the right to serve criminal process and collect fishing fees. 
Since the National Park Service follows its State fishing law it would 
actually be an example of the Federal Government through its. 
rangers enforcing as its own law the law of the State. 

Mr. ZincKE. Does the National Park Service sell State fishing 
licenses? 

Mr. Watiis. Concessionaires do in the case of Yosemite. 

Mr. Mitter. California is easy for anyone who wants to sell State 
fishing and hunting licenses. They merely put up a bond and they 
get a small commission for selling licenses. 

Almost every sports goods store and supply house takes care of that. 

Mr. ZincKE. Would you have a record of the location and extent of 
stocking in national parks over a recent period? 

Mr. Watts. Yes. 

Mr. ZinckE. May I respectfully suggest that be include’ in the 
record? 

Mr. Mitter. Without objection that may be done. 

Mr. ZincKE. And also the source from which the stock was 
obtained? 

Mr. Wa.uis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Zincke. For whatever period is convenient, 2 years, 3 years. 

Mr. Harrison. When you say “national parks” do you mean any 
of the national park areas where fishing is permitted or do you limit 
it merely to national parks as such? We have Lake Meade, Coulee 
Dam. 

Mr. Zincke. We have had a discussion with respect to the fact the 
fishing is not encouraged in “national parks.” 

My request is aimed at the subject matter of the previous discussion, 
whatever that may have been. 

Mr. Harrison. We simply wanted to know that because there is 
some doubt in our mind as to how far this bill intends to go, whether 
you intended to limit it merely to national parks as such, of which 
there are only 29 in the United States. 

In addition we have national monuments, national recreation areas 
where there is a considerable amount of fishing. 

(The following was furnished for insertion:) 


FISHING LICENSE REQUIREMENTS IN NATIONAL Parks, 1960 


1, No Federal fee for recreational angling is required in national parks. 
2. No State license is required to fish in the following national parks: 
Big Bend, Tex. 
Crater Lake, Oreg. 
Everglades (for fishing in salt water), Florida 
Glacier, Mont. 
Isle Royale, Mich. 
Mammoth Cave, Ky. 
Mt. McKinley, Alaska 
Mt. Rainier, Wash. 
Olympic, Wash. (except in few specific waters). 
Virgin Islands, V.I. 
Yellowstone, Idaho, Mont., Wyo. 
Platt, Okla. 
3. Waters in five national parks support little or no fishing: 
Carlsbad Caverns, N. Mex. 
Bryce Canyon, Utah. 
Hawaii, Hawaii. 
Hot Springs, Ark. 
Mesa Verde, Colo. 
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4. The Code of Federal Regulations (title 36, January 1, 1960, pt. 1, see. 14 
par. a) states that: : 

“Any person fishing in the waters of the Yosemite, Sequoia-Kings Can 
Lassen Voleanic, Grand Canyon, Rocky Mountain, Grand Teton, Acadia, Wing 
Cave, Great Smoky Mountains, Shenandoah, Everglades, and Zion National 
Parks * * * must secure a sporting fishing license, as required by the laws of 
the State in which such a park or monument, or portion thereof, is situated * * #» 


yon, 


Fish stocking in national parks, 1959 











| 
National park Total Source Total by species 
of fish ! 
I ae at 67,500 | S 7,000 Atlantic salmon; 9,000 lake; 51,500 brook. 
at a atl Rl nll 129,441 | F 60,515 rainbow; 68.926 cutthroat. 
CR ecccnenan<enccscccal attic 198,885 rainbow; 9,000 brook. 
Mt. Rainier _....------| 99,000 | F-S 51,000 rainbow; 48,000 cutthroat. 
Sequoia-Kings Canyon | 107,920 | 8 80,920 rainbow; 13,000 brook; 14,000 golden. 
es. . badd etdeccket aa | 571,520; 8 503,520 rainbow; 68,000 brook. 
Lassen Voleanic.-___.__--- | 200,703 | S 173,463 rainbow; 17,240 brook; 10,000 brown. 
Rocky Mountain _____.-----_- 50,600 | F-S 24,000 rainbow; 26,600 cutthroat. 
Grand Teton : oe | 799,708 | F-S | 646,476 lake; 149,992 cutthroat; 3,240 brook. 
Great Smoky Mountains_ - | 64,260 | F 29,000 rainbow; 25,260 brook. 
| = } 
ae ease 12, 288, 537 | 
Below 6 inches _--- __}2, 251, 243 | 
Above 6 inches 37, 294 | 
! 








SUMMARY TOTAL BY SPECIES 


Rainbow trout..........---- ‘ bicite hcdinntete hie ee 
Custipeeat trout... \.. «6. 4..-6~0-. ou SauS Sab eldnwkanns puintthénacelidat}«<40sssehheeee ae 
RE SEED cine cccccmnenes . Se , my ‘ ‘ - 187,20 
MNONONIG fore 5 bose ee ES ucenthaas caebb eRe Lows oki sald 3s tale 14, 000 
Brown trout__-_._- ‘ ama ' _ ee aid ‘ 10,000 
DORO MOUs. dc 6ecn------ ? _ sak ‘ a“ semen awsl 655, 476 
Atlantie salmon................-- : Sides ERR be beth thee dob dan odie mY 7, 000 


1 F—U.S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife. S—State hatchery. 
2 Figures for Acadia for 1959 not available; 1958 figures substituted as annual releases remain nearly con- 
stant. 


Mr. Mixer. In some of these national recreation areas, such as 
Lake Meade, is there a cooperative arrangement generally with the 
State fish and game groups and yourselves? 

Mr. Harrison. That is correct. 

Mr. Zrncxe. With respect to the national recreation areas is your 
attitude toward fishing the same as it is in the case of the national 
parks? 

Mr. Harrison. There is a more generous attitude with respect to 
these than there is in the national parks, sir. 

May I just say one thing with regard to the policy of fishing in 
the parks? Actually it comes down to a matter of balancing use 
and the preservation of the natural values. The reason, perhaps, 
we do not “encourage”’ fishing in the parks in all instances is that the 
act of 1916 states the purpose of these areas is to conserve the scenery, 
natural and historic objects, wildlife, if any, and provide for the 
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will 
leave them unimpaired for future generations. ; 

Therefore we find ourselves constantly having to weigh one activity 
in the park as against another, trying to come out in the end witha 
minimum of damage to the natural scene. 

[ don’t know whether that explains in any way what would appear 
to be a lack of encouragement for fishing, but I hope it does, sir. 

Mr. Mixer. I am not as familiar as I would like to be with all 
these parks, but I suppose that these fish we planted in high waters 
where there were no fish, had we to do it over again, we would not have 
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planted those streams because under the terms of this act you put 
something there that was not there. We should have left those 
streams barren. If we had it to do over again would we have left it 
barren? 

Mr. Harrison. It is conceivable. Hindsight always is much better 
than foresight but it is possible vou might have come up with that. 

Mr. Miter. There is some good fishing up in those streams, though. 
It has not affected the water or the scenery. 

Mr. Harrison. That is right. I don’t know whether we would 
have done differently or not. 

Mr. Miter. I am happy we have gotten an education at least with 
regard to national parks. I have been an advocate of yours. I will 
reexamine my personal position with respect to national parks. 

Mr. Gross. The discussion has been interesting from the standpoint 
of the Federal projects and the benefit-to-cost ratios where recreation 
isincluded. I will take another look at some of those in light of what 
we have heard. 

Mr. Minter. Every time we build a hatchery to take care of national 
parks I have been a great advocate. That is just my own personal 
statement. 

I am surprised. I thought these parks had a great recreational 
value. If we wanted to turn them into areas of wilderness, and that 
is what you want to do, perhaps we should go into Yose mite and pull 
down the lodges and turn it back to nature where a few hardy people 
could hike in each year. 

How many people went into Yosemite last year? Was it close to 
1 million? 

Mr. Harrison. I am sure it must have been that. I can give you 
those figures. In 1959 it was 1,061,000. 

Mr. Miuuer. I doubt if 61,000 people would have gone in there if 
you did not have facilities. 

Mr. Harrison. Of course, this 1916 act I read to you requires a 
balance because it provides for the enjoyment of the public so as 
to leave them unimpaired. You have the question of balance. 

Mr. Minuer. I am not a naturalist, but can you take 1 million 
people into an area the size of Yosemite Park and leave it unimpaired? 

Mr. Harrison. Not entirely; no, sir, and under this formula we 
do not try. We actually set aside areas. We know where the con- 
centrated public use is and we provide for it. 

There still remains a lot of back country which we would like to 
have people get into more. 

Mr. Minuer. Don’t say “encourage.” 

Mr. Harrison. We would like them to use it. We think it is a 
fine experience and that is where you get park experience. 

Many people do not have time to go beyond the thoroughfares, 
however. 

Mr. Mituer. What percentage of the people who use a park like 
Yosemite go beyond the thoroughfares? 

Mr. Harrison. I have no figure on that. 

Mr. Miniter. How many people ¢ go into the backwoods? 

Mr. Harrison. I don’t know. 

Mr. Miniter. What percentage of the people hit the trails and go 
way through them? 

Mr. Wauuis. I have no figure. 
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Mr. Miter. From your experience can you tell us? It would not | 


be 5 percent, would it? 
Mr. Harrison. I think you are probably right. 


Mr. Watts. Five percent of the visitors fish in Yosemite; 95 pep. | 


cent of them are California residents. 

Mr. Miter. I assume nearly all these California residents go there. 
If over 60,000 people from outside get there, that is a good percentage, 
I was trying to get a general figure. 

In the old days we would take a 15-mile hike; I guess I haye 
been in Yosemite 50 times since. 

Most of the people go where there is easy access, sit out and gee 
the waterfall, and have a great time. 

Mr. Gross. Probably one of the reasons why only 5 percent of the 
people fish there is because of the license situation. They are there for 
a day or a day and a half? 

Mr. Watts. I do not think that is the reason; 95 percent of the 
anglers are California residents. 

Mr. Mituier. That is not 95 percent of the people going there. 

Mr. Wa tuts. 95 percent of those who fish are California residents 
so they would not need to get a nonresident license. 

Mr. Gross. 95 percent of the people who fish are Californians, 
They are about the only people who use the park, then? 

Mr. Waututs. For fishing, yes. That is the case in most parks, the 
largest amount of fishing is done by residents. 

Mr. Miuuier. That is so everywhere. A place like Yosemite gets 
a big play because it is well known. 

Mr. Gross. There would be a far greater number of people fishing 
if they had a universal license, not there alone but over the country, 

Mr. Miutuer. There would be more fishing if they were not dis- 
couraged. This always used to be one of the problems. If fishing 
is too good it will draw many people. It would be better to stock 
the fish only so much and get the experts fishing. It is all right to 
pay the entrance fee and support the parks. 

Mr. Gross. And pay taxes to provide money for Federal projects. 

Mr. Miuuer. Further questions? 

{No response. ] 

Mr. Mituer. Thank you very much, Mr. Harrison. 

I have a number of people listed. We have a statement by Mr. 
Doherty which, without objection, I wish to file. 

(Mr. Doherty’s statement follows:) 


STaTEMENT OF WiLu1AM C. DouHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
oF LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William C. Doherty. 
I live at 7203 Bradley Boulevard, Bethesda, Md. 

Although I am accustomed to appearing before other committees of the 
Congress in my official capacity as president of the National Association of 
Letter Carriers, I am making this statement solely as an individual, a private 
citizen who is deeply and enthusiastically interested in fishing as a sport and as 
an ideal kind of physical and mental relaxation. 

I would like to voice my strong approval of H.R. 11410, introduced by 
Congressman George P. Miller, a member of this committee. 

H.R. 11410 would, in my opinion, alleviate a situation which today is need- 
lessly inhibiting fishermen from pursuing their healthful hobby and is also 


reducing the opportunities of the individual States for realizing revenues from | 


the sale of fishing licenses. 
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| feel, Mr. Chairman, that there are millions of fishermen in this country who, 
like myself, have been frustrated in their desire to fish while traveling through 
the various States, because of a lack of a fishing license. Congressman Miller’s 
pill would, first, require the fisherman to buy a fishing license in his own State. 
It would then require him to purchase, within 10 days, a fish stamp from his 
local post office. This stamp would not only permit him to fish in all national 
parks he might visit, but would also act as an interstate fishing license in those 
States which would enter into an interstate compact with the Secretary of the 
Interior and themselves. Under a formula to be arrived at later, each State 
entering into such a compact would share in the funds deriving from this arrange- 
ment. Congressman Miller believes, and I agree with him, that the States 
sharing in this plan will receive funds far in excess of what they now get from 
nonresident fishing licenses. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Congressman Miller’s proposed 
legislation makes great good sense. If I may make a personal comment, I 
would like to say that I am in no way surprised at this. I have known Congress- 
man Miller for many years and, during his years of brilliant work on the House 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service I was privileged to work with him 
on the closest possible terms, and I have never known him to sponsor or support 
any piece of legislation, or any course of action, which was not sensible, sane, 
and directed toward the general good. 

The present situation in regard to nonresident fishing privileges is chaotic. 
It was conceived in the days of the Canastoga wagon and the horseless carriage, 
when roads were unpaved and transportation difficult and slow. It is, in my 
opinion, unwise and unfair to preserve these antiquated and frustrating legalistic 
barriers in the second half of the 20th century when, in many parts of the country, 
aman can easily drive through parts of half a dozen States in a single day 
without difficulty. 

I might add that the Federal Government’s activities have, over the years, 
resulted in the creation of some of the most enjoyable fishing areas in the 
Nation—in our national parks, and in the watered areas resulting from the 
erection of the Tennessee Valley Authority, Hoover Dam, and other projects. 
These fishing paradises were created by the tax money of all citizens in all our 
States and the right to enjoy them should be extended, under the easiest 
conditions possible, to all those who want to enjoy them, regardless of their 
State of residence. 

As I have said, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Miller’s bill, H.R. 11410, will be 
a boon to the fisherman and a boon to the individual States. I sincerely hope 
this committee will take favorable action on it. 

Mr. Mitier. There is a letter from Mr. Frank J. Wilson, National 
Association of Retired Civil Employees. 

Without objection this will be made part of the record. 

(Mr. Wilson’s letter follows:) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED Civ. EMPLOYEES, 
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1960, 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: The National Association of Retired Civil Employees 
wishes to go on record in support of H.R. 11410, introduced on March 28, 1960, by 
Representative George P. Miller to provide for the issuance of a Federal fishing 
stamp, to give the consent of Congress to a compact relating to the use of a Federal- 
State fishing stamp in connection with noncommercial fishing licenses for non- 
residents of States, and for other purposes. 

The provisions of this bill are of particular interest to thousands of members 
of this association who are ardent fishermen and who, in their retirement years, 
have much more time to devote to their favorite activity, 

Sincerely, 
Frank J. Wuson, President 


Mr. Mitter. Without objection we shall insert a letter from the 
State of Wisconsin Conservation Department addressed to Mr. 
Van Pelt. 
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(The letter referred to follows:) 


STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT, 
Madison, May 20, 1960. 
Hon. Wiiiram K. VAN PELT, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear CoNGRESSMAN: Bill H.R. 11410 which is to be cited as the Federal Fishing 
Stamp Act has come to our attention. 

Under title I of the bill, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to isgue g 
Federal] fishing stamp, the net proceeds of which, after deduction of expenses by 
the Postmaster General, would go into the Federal Fishing Stamp Fund and would 
be made available for use by the Secretary of the Interior in promoting fishing 
within the national parks. The Federal fishing stamp would have to be purchased 
and attached to the resident fishing license within 10 days after the purchase of 
the latter. The holder would then be entitled to fish in any national park without 
payment of any additional fee. 

Title II of the bill gives the consent of Congress to the States to enter into com- 
pacts for the purpose of establishing and providing uniform nonresident fishing 
licenses. The Secretary of the Interior would issue a Federal-State fishing stamp 
to be sold at a uniform fee and attached to the resident fishing license issued by the 
State of residence of the holder. The holder would then be permitted to fish jn 
any member State to the compact and also to fish in any national park without 
the payment of any further fee. Not more than 10 percent of the revenue would 
be made available to the Secretary of the Interior for promotion of fishing in the 
national parks. The net proceeds from the sale of the Federal-State fishing stamps 
would be allocated to the member States on the basis of a formula agreed upon by 
the States in the compact. f 

The State of Wisconsin has consistently taken the position that proposals such 
as this are in an encroachment on the rights of several States in that the legal title 
to and the custody and protection of ali wild animals, including fish within the 
State, is vested in the State for the purpose of regulating the enjoyment, use, dis- 
position, and conservation thereof, and that the Federal Government bas no 
authority to impose a system of fishing license fees or charges for the privilege of 
fishing in the public waters of the respective States. Further, this measure isa 
dangerous and unprecedented invasion of the traditional revenue source of the 
State in the management of its native fish populations. 

The States may presently enter into compacts subject only to the approval 
of the Congress to the compact and this measure is not required to achieve inter- 
state license reciprocity. The proposal would without question prove most costly 
to the State of Wisconsin from the standpoint of reduced revenues since we are 
the favored vacation State in the Great Lakes region by reason of our location, 
climate, scenery, and water attractions and the natural result of a reciprocity 
arrangement such as this would be that residents of other States would be allowed 
to enjoy Wisconsin’s fishing advantages whereas residents of Wisconsin could 
not expect to avail themselves of similar advantages in other States where com- 
parable fishing opportunities do not exist. 

The State of Wisconsin has for a number of years sold more nonresident fishing 
licenses annually than any other State in the Union. Our State is favored witha 
multitude of lakes and streams that provide good fishing and the management of 
our fishery resources for sport fishing is nationally recognized as being outstanding. 
A large part from the revenues obtained as a result of the sale of such nonresident 
fishing licenses is necessary to maintain our fish management and law enforcement 
programs. 

We believe that H.R. 11410 should be vigorously opposed and, toward that 
end, we urge that your office express the opposition of the State of Wisconsin. 
We feel very strongly that enactment of this bill would seriously affect our income 
and cause us to reduce our programs materially. As you may know we recently 
found it necessary to adopt an austerity program because of increased costs and 
a drop in income. Further reduction in our program would really spell disaster. 

If there is any further information that we can furnish, we will be most happy 
do so. 

Very truly yours, 
L. P. Voriat, Conservation Director. 


Mr. Miter. Without objection the committee is adjourned until 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 


| 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 1, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 219, old House Office 
Building, Hon. George P. Miller (acting chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Mitier. The committee will be in order. 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. Robert Paul, of the 
Sport Fishing Institute. I welcome Mr. Paul, a very fine gentle- 
man, whom I am proud to call a friend. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. PAUL, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE 


Mr. Paut. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here. 

Iam Robert M. Paul. I am executive secretary of the Sport Fish- 
ing Institute. We appreciate the opportunity of giving our views on 
H.R. 11410. 

The Sport Fishing Institute has consistently supported efforts to 
make it easier for traveling anglers to fish in other States. The public 
interest in this problem is well known to your committee and we believe 
that your efforts to come up with a solution are commendable. For 
example, the impact of the current Federal highway construction pro- 
gram on the travel habits of the American fishing public will be 
tremendous. Experience has shown that time of travel is more im- 
portant than distance to outdoor recreation areas. Reducing the 
travel time will effectively increase the distance that fishermen are 
willing to travel. Recent studies in California, for example, have 
shown that most people will tend to travel an hour for a day’s outing 
and a day for a week’s vacation. The current Federal highway pro- 
gram will greatly reduce the time of travel. The trends toward 
shorter workweeks and longer vacations will compound the problem. 
We can certainly expect the number of anglers who will fish in other 
States to increase. 

For the information of your committee I am including as a part of 
this statement a copy of a recent SFI publication, Fish Conservation 
Highlights, 1957-59. The sections on the numbers of anglers on 
pages 5 to 10 will be of particular interest. For example, the num- 
bers of nonresident anglers has increased 32.6 percent since 1951—a 
rate well above the increase in population, with the greatest increases 
inthe South and West. Incidentally, these are also the regions where 
there has been the greatest activity in creating new fishing waters 
through reservoir construction. 

29 
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Mr. Mixer. Without objection, though we will not make all of 
this book part of the record, there are certain highlights here apd 
those parts pertinent to the hearing I will ask counsel to include jp 
the record. 

(The part of book referred to follows:) 


Fish CONSERVATION Hicuuicuts, 1957-59 
R. H, Stroud and R. M. Jenkins 
Sport Fishing Institute, Washington, D.C. 
U.S, ANGLERS AND THE SPORT FISHERY RESOURCE 


A second national survey of fishing and hunting will be undertaken early jp 
1961, covering calendar year 1960. Then, for the first time, it will become 
possible to say with reasonable assurance how many new anglers have taken 
up fishing since the first such survey covering 1955. Meanwhile, indications 
are that there have been substantial annual increases. The 1955 survey deter. 
mined that about 20.8 million persons 12 years of age or over in the United States 
fished during 1955. Children under 12 years who fish probably numbered over 
3 million, if we consider only those 8 years or older. 

Based on averages derived from the survey data a hypothetical sport fisher. 
man emerges. This angler comes from one of any four U.S. families. He spends 
$92 and 19 days of his yearly time off from work to fish, making 8 trips requiring 
319 miles of auto travel each. He spends nearly $5 per day for fishing or about 
$12 per trip. 

The chances are about 3 in 6 the angler is a man, somewhat over 1 in 6 a woman, 
not quite 1 in 6 a minor between 12 and 18, and about 1 in 6 younger. The 
chances are somewhat under 1 in 3 that our angler was fishing without a license, 
though legally. Being family conscious in recreation, our angler is in a party 
of two or three people—very possibly husband, wife and child. 

The chances are 1 in 5 that saltwater fishing is an habitual choice over fresh- 
water angling. If the fishing was in fresh water, annual expenditures were some 
what over $77 or about $4.20 per day—unless such fishing was entirely local, in 
which case expenses are probably about half as much. If the fishing was on the 
west coast—1 chance in 4—expenditures were about $156 annually, or $12.12 
per day. If on the east and gulf coasts, expenditures were much less, about $91 
or $7.10 per day. 

Approximate enumerations of fishing license holders, derived from State 
statistics on sales of fishing licenses, have been issued annually by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service since 1932. During the decade recently closed, resident 
fishing license holders apparently increased in number about 30 percent through 


Licensed Licensed 

resident resident 

Fiscal year: angler! Fiscal year—Continued anglers! 
erate Sif teyat cite ee 13, 310, 000 MeOGe cs cuencaeoecued 16, 210, 000 
Peer GiGe ok ode 13, 870, 000 BeBGese boc 16, 040, 000 
eee hae cyeboswus. 14, 820, 000 OSes .nurc og. cedal ak 16, 650, 000 
hid wicial i Secisinls o'abvaty 15, 130, 000 ee ile Saban os ab! 17, 400, 000 
8 NES Repeater nr taee 2 15, 920, 000 DUN og hg af 17, 330, 000 


1 Figures (all States combined) compiled by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
3 Includes Alaska and Hawaii for the first time, involving 38,833 residents. 


1958-59. The total number of anglers is assumed to have increased in similar 
ratio. If true, there were somewhere between 27 and 28 million anglers 8 years 
or older by the end of 1959. Including a few more vounger children who fish 
at times, we estimate the total at 28 million anglers. About 6 million fished in 
salt water, about 25 million in fresh water (about 3 million of these folk enjoy 
both). 

The fishing statistics for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, taken literally 
might be construed to herald a decline in the rate of angling growth. The total 
of individual participants was estimated to be about the same as in the previous 
fiscal year—well below the 10-year average annual gain. At the same time, the 
revenues resulting from the sale of licenses—the funds needed for use in the 
State fish conservation programs designed to maintain the fishing—were Up 
about 11 percent. This was due to increased license fees affecting 23 States 
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over the previous 2 years. In several States Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin—the increased fees first took effect in 1958. 
These same States were among those experiencing apparent decreases in numbers 
of residents purchasing licenses in fiscal 1959. Other factors unquestionably 
contributed to the decreases because several States both raised their fees and 
gold more licenses. 

3 Reasons cited for decreased fishing ' 
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1 Written communications from State conservation directors; news releases at various times have also 
suggested that inadequate access is an important factor. News releases from Michigan cite water-use 
conflicts as important. 


Conservation directors of Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin have 
listed a number of factors as serving to contain or depress the normal growth 
of fishing participation in their States. They caution, however, that calendar- 
year statistics give a somewhat different outlook because many license agents 
are slow to report license sales in the first half of the year (last half of the fiscal 
year). Thus the most recent fiscal year as a rule unavoidably reflects incomplete 
accounting. Regional analysis of the estimated resident license holders shows 
that the North Central States as a whole have remained essentially static in this 
respect during the decade. However, it is significant that a number of these 
States enjoy the highest levels of angler “saturation’”’ throughout the country. 
On the other hand, the population has grown substantially, although less rapidly 
than in some other areas. 


Regional changes (percent) in angling participation, through 1958-59 ! 


ESTIMATED NUMBERS OF RESIDENT LICENSE HOLDERS 


Since 1957-58 


| Since 1950-51 
Region of the United States 
| 























Increase | Decrease Increase 
eta aien ain ideneedats os a a 
I CREE. fo. ok. cnn adhamnnaaadedbeuacueen’ dame Bid hc wee 76.0 
EE en nt nc asneanda@odene i ie Chica eke | 34.4 
Northeastern States (11)_...----------- pagteieasaeed Bi Yonaoe eee 10.8 
North Central States (12) ; catd guy oot 7.8 | a 
I OU ee on hos Seren a chiigen mused Siren each .6 | 24.7 
, 
ESTIMATED NUMBERS OF NONRESIDENT LICENSE HOLDERS 
Since 1957-58 | Since 1950-51 
Region of the United States Rear eae Tt aia 
| Increase | Decrease | Increase 
Rieiiebe. frost. Sit ae ek ole See eect Sete 2 
Southern NS EI SP ny SRS Ie CPE 2s a __| ML a dscheeudtatiaties 56.3 
Western States (11) 2............__-- FO ocean eee ee ee ose hentsbi tia esc: 78.4 
Dee estes (11). 60. 25532002 2.9 32.2 
ON) Re re ee ree build eka oda 6.5 4.8 
Snail cnacinnaee nial eerie deraneatacedaL sobtieeadtndatie 
NUN THEE oo vaca seek ones eae Be cab as cceabeaiena 32.6 








' Based on statistics compiled annually by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Regional grouping used 
above, natural for fisheries, is as follows: Southern—Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
duisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia. 
Western— Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washing- 
ton, Wyoming. Northeastern—Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, West Virginia. North Central—TDlinois, 
, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, 
n 


? Alaska and Hawaii not included due to laek of statistics for years involved. 
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Paid fishing license holders (July 1, 1958 to June 30, 1959)! 
eS 




















We as Cost to 
anglers 
State Resident | Nonresident | Total cones eat 
mits, stamps, 
ete? 
ih eile Biiincne tin didlansiaeninhcniibehiy an tais id 484, 316 27, 566 511, 882 5784 
Ase shes S|. kaneis. 0- dented cen 36, 450 15, 540 51, 990 — me 
AI iiaiis oan) Sic icd Cstb Sin eesti cislide 4 189, 071 21, 109 210, 180 567, 514. 09 
id ininabvnccskbivneheditn tcinnadie 289, 758 199, 971 489, 729 1, 205, 713. 55 
SR Sigil secacnancedtectanecnos ~ont 1, 457, 663 18, 314 1, 475, 977 6, 230, 229, 31 
i cB 288, 413 117, 717 406, 130 1, 458, 737. 50 
COOTER cnennnsonsintinanatnnsanntecidi 105, 008 4,010 109, 018 418, 032. 89 
NE i kinbnineoennddgbininianianntah 10, 392 1, 132 11, 524 22, 395. 60 
WRIA SOGOU conk tcc tcedee dedasnndanndnmoks 349, 158 172, 022 521, 180 1, 052, 795. 8 
Se crriten nas aelintetanecascespest a 483, 864 16, 701 500, 565 669, 217. 9 
ih. AWE CUS is baba nine enicin ost Od eee be 2, 383 5, 116.00 
SO 6 BiG. Apbilbs bie cides celivanledadticed 180, 206 64, 364 244, 570 948, 750,00 
eid se bdbccehite desidwabesudened 679, 487 19, 813 699, 300 | 1, 512,636, 95 
in a 706, 674 34, 735 741,409 | 1,047, 088 25 
tt hcl ttngnng nemags gnanndocrmismesos gaunke 370, 429 12, 872 383, 301 753, 024, 87 
MONI Sitti Yes loess. 248, 250 6, 465 254. 715 522, 456, 75 
I iictntine tasmddn nasaaiaiineibian anon 327, 431 72, 139 399, 570 969, 836, 85 
ek nb stem deenteeeinr nee heaaiares 165, 566 26, 724 | 192, 290 259, 106. 00 
fa BS PRC ae i RO La ee 145, 564 74, 444 290, 008 781, 088, 62 
Ei ie de 5 86, 828 10, 495 97, 323 | 330, 155. 75 
OR So aiicacicetinee ince penta ayddaadies 222, 459 5, 183 227, 642 | 648, 888, &8 
NE oh Ah inet atu etinne= tarebierkmans 837, 877 218, 585 1, 056, 462 3, 072, 276, 00 
Se eS ee car awerngied 945, 216 292, 285 1, 237, 501 2, 110, 002, 15 
Pi bon lice ls bee dies Laat 199, 741 73, 678 273, 419 559, 782. 12 
ET i i sd 5 cin aradwnceneewet 589, 341 76, 478 665, 819 1, 815, 826, 75 
Nl Bi ak cathe adiahianinittaaleliint 182, 421 50, 310 232, 731 493, 728. 50 
a i ll Sp RE ag OE mee 181, 390 11, 078 192, 468 454, 815.00 
Pee aed hi a séldaddtell.. ddd le 27, 723 30, 441 58, 164 253, 175.50 
NG ing neck dd te dcnbionsusiadnades 81, 939 52, 311 134, 250 439, 959, 04 
 ininin ts lenccincshiatmewndqundhtwntiite 144, 036 9, 572 153, 608 | 602, 429. 99 
NR tteniucienwnudgedsncnennmnhatinm 98, 127 44, 948 143, 075 541, 987.49 
NS 2s kein diccaindedowesncéonenu dian 883, 503 67, 892 951, 395 2, 205, 416. 75 
eT IN ke cdi cdpedaccancomneceues 368, 582 40, 918 409, 500 862, 562. 75 
Be  ittnictdnthedindeminmndoannien 84, 080 3, 224 | 87, 304 93, 752.00 
iin iceman Chih aaikeladh budevhs SPR aad 849, 678 26, O58 | 875, 766 1, 208, 197. 50 
cnn cvkntd ecadbahouuhinckidal 378, 125 91, 513 | 469, 638 1, 047, 524. 50 
NET Cla coo adebubacetcnesescctennnon 307, 512 95, 796 | 403, 308 1, 240, 509. 75 
NN on ncinttintndtibaiin aneicines ees 621, 692 25, 622 647, 314 2, 132, 285. 00 
a a en cuichemeein 15, 232 485 15,717 | 52, 977. 87 
nn... 8. cae cacesh macs 249, 474 28, 605 278, 079 540, 752.70 
South Dakota___......- Sil cedkneiienneee sate! 91,001 47, 892 138, 893 | 264, 056.00 
tt di ee nicotine eh ebtinemsmmeip ane 602, 359 189, 034 | 791, 39% 1, 137, 190.0 
ethics sis cere. caaceuneoce . -----| 825, 793 |..-- . | 825, 793 | 1, 776, 195. 19 
Se oe tse asus 180, 055 14,981 | 195, 036 | 558, 881. 47 
MN: daksapetoes mks dekh « dealeidipe 74, 929 36, 866 | 111, 795 | 266, 246, 25 
iki ake de cues panting nwedunddwhe 381, 113 22, 141 403, 254 735, 635.00 
A ods coneguanahsgeecceancacuas 351, 128 15, 238 | 366, 356 | 1, 561, 239, 87 
West Virginia__ | 197, 310 | 10, 920 | 208, 230 455, 187. 65 
CE didkiiencnknedeknuee cinenon mie 636, 435 | 289, 220 925, 655 3, 051, 755.00 
no esade cece Senet 119, 028 70, 355 189, 383 525, 603. 00 
Fs se iclak i ia drie leapt Gunma 17, 334, 210 2, 857, 792 20, 192, 002 $50, 374, 832. 17 














1 Compiled by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service from statistical data provided by the States. 

2 This is the gross cost to anglers for resident and nonresident fishing licenses, plus all additional permits, 
tags, stamps issued by the respective States for the privilege of fishing for and/or possessing various kinds of 
fishes. 


The South’s gains seem greatest, part apparent and part real. A third or 
more is due to broadened licensing requirements that embraced existing anglers 
who formerly fished legally without licenses by virtue of several outmoded 
exemptions. No doubt, well over half is due to construction of many lakes 
which have created extensive new fishing waters. Some lakes were built espe 
cially for fishing, and produce superior angling opportunities handy to large 
urban concentrations. 

In general, the ranks of anglers continued to swell through 1958-59 except 
in the North Central States. Interestingly increases in nonresident license sales 
occurred in Canada except in Ontario. The vast majority of such licenses are 
sold to U.S. citizens. A decrease of about 4 percent from 1958 sales occurred 
in 1959 in Ontario. Otherwise, sales increased over 6 percent. Such a de 
crease, probably temporary in the overall trend (as also in the United States), 


clearly suggests that whatever factors contributed to decreased angling par 
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ticipation in certain North Central States last year were regional rather than 
eneral—like weather and economic influences, for instance. 

In any event, a gradual long-term upward trend in angling participation is 
evident since mid-1949. It has averaged 3.3 percent annually over that period 
in estimated resident license holders and 3.9 percent in nonresidents. Up ond 
down fluctuations around this trend line have been especially pronounced down- 
ward in fiscal years 1950 and 1956. Over the same period the average annual 
increase in the population was about 1.7 percent. It is notable that the gross 
national product declined from the long-term trend in fiscal 1958—apparently 
setting the stare for fewer vacation trips, especially in the sensitive north central 
industrial States. 

Too much significance can easily be attached to these statistics. They are 
influenced by many variables, most of which can only be guessed at, and which 
can be poorly evaluated at best. To the extent that they are significant they 
tend, if anything, to support the growing conviction that people go fishing where 
fshing is good and where there are ample facilities to permit relaxed fishing 
effort. 

Sales of nonresident angling licenses in Canadian Provinces ! 























ee ee ee eek ee j } 
British Mani- New Prince Saskat- | Yukon 
Calendar year Colum- toba ? Bruns- | Ontario?| Edward | Quebee | chewan?! Terri- 
bia wick Island tory ? 
| Se i jin € 5, 
23, 622 | (3) 4, 797 (3) 1, 165 33, 218 5, 030 (3) 
27, 953 (3) 4, 77% 235, 561 1, 086 35, 806 5, 366 (3) 
27, 641 8, 572 4,613 | 270,480 | 1, 158 37,912 6, 275 (3) 
28, 079 8, 456 5,023 | 285,007 | 1, 159 43, 060 6, 615 (3) 
28, 495 7, 765 5, 366 306, 200 1, 209 44, 170 6, 650 (3) 
31, 518 8, 543 5, 212 363, 750 1, 238 55, 239 6, 147 1, 752 
37, 216 10, 085 | 5, 596 374, 650 1, 571 56, 276 6, 658 1, 566 
39, 963 10, 415 | 5, 507 379, 250 1, 596 60, 596 7,144 1, 730 
39, 716 12, 292 | 5, 930 401, 654 1, 941 58,715 7, 459 1,845 
42, 933 12, 992 46, 105 385, 417 41,923 61,012 7, 557 2, 029 





1 Neither Alberta nor Nova Scotia issue special licenses for nonresidents. 

? Figures are on fiscal year basis, ending during middle of calendar year indicated. 
i No data. 

‘Estimate based on incomplete statistics. 


In aggregate, the 28 million anglers catch a very considerable cuantity of fish. 
It is possible to estimate how much, given the approximate number of recreationa! 
fishing days and the average daily catch per angler. From an analysis of 65 
published reports of creel censuses in 17 States it appeared, by calculation of 
simple averages for daily angler catches that fishing is twice as good in salt as 
in fresh water. The average catch in fresh water was about 2.2 pounds per 
angler-day. In salt water it was about 4.5 pounds. 

he 1955 national survey of fishing and hunting revealed that freshwater anglers 
devoted at least 338.8 million man-days to recreational fishing. Salt water anglers 
fished for a total of at least 58.6 million days. Unfortunately, there seems to be 
no Way at present to estimate reasonably how many angler-days the several mil- 
lion youngsters under 12 who fish may add to the total. For those 12 or over, 
the projected number of fisherman-days (through 1959) provides a basis to cal- 
culate minimum harvest of sport-caught fish. Obviously, any estimates calcu- 
lated on this very conservative basis would err substantially on the low side. 
In 1959, then, freshwater anglers caught over 858 million pounds of sport fish 
of all kinds in U.S. nontidal waters. Salt water anglers fishing in tidal waters 
caught over 319 million pounds of fish. This is a total exceeding 1,177 million 
pounds of sport-caught fish. 
_ By comparison, the 1959 commercial catch was about 5,300 million pounds, 
including 2,180 million pounds of menhaden. Of this amount, perhaps 2,600 mil- 
lion pounds consisted of “eating” fish, including many species widely taken for 
sport. Obviously, the commercial fishermen still outfish anglers. But sport 
fishermen are closing the gap very rapidly. If current sport fishing growth trends 
continue, the total of sport-caught “eating’’ fish may well equal domestic com- 
mercial production of food fish by about 1975. It already amounts to more than 
45 percent of the current commercial production. In terms only of fish taken in 
tidal salt water, however, the salt water sport catch is equivalent to about 13 per- 
cent of the corresponding commercial catch. 
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In terms of the value of business generated at the retail level, the picture pe. 
comes quite different. Sport fishermen spent about $1,639 million last year tg 
catch their fish in fresh water and $554 million to catch their fish in salt water— 
$2,193 million all told, averaging about $1.87 per pound. The ultimate retgi 
value per pound of commercially caught food fish in a restaurant is considerably 
less. } 

The actual extent of surface waters that might be suitable for fishing seems to 
be in some doubt. One estimate was developed some time ago by the U.S. Geo. 
logic Survey. Modern aerial photographs now available would permit a more 
refined determination. According to the estimate there are 105,673 square miles 
of inland surface water area (67.6 million acres) including U.S. waters of the Great 
Lakes in the “Southern 48.”’ In addition, there are about 38,631 square miles 
of coastal tidal waters out to the 3-mile limit (24.6 million acres). 

Of these two figures, the latter may probably be translated directly into actual 
or potential fishing water. The figure for inland water appears less exact. For 
one thing, water areas under 40 acres are not included. For another, the meap 
depth of the waters would greatly affect their potential utility for fish production 
Added to this is the widespread practice of drainage, affecting an unknown quan- 
tity of waters. At the same time, farm ponds, watershed retention dams, and 
large multipurpose projects are adding to water areas. It is not known how these 
things compensate one another, but we believe that overall gains probably 
exceed overall losses. : 

The majority of the 67 million acres of inland waters constitute natural waters, 
The area of artificially impounded water included in the total now amounts to 
about 13 million acres. About 4 million acres of the amount consists of large 
Federal impoundments. They represent much of the important new fishing 
waters, and are often heavily used for fishing. One informed prediction is that 
there will be more than a 50 percent increase in the surface area of impounded 
waters by 1975. A Hoover Commission Report on water resources has predicted 
that for every dam that exists today there will be three more by the century’s end, 

Farm ponds, if they average 1 acre each, comprise some 2 mil'ion acres at most, 
Those under one-half acre are generally too small for fish production. Eliminating 
them may reduce the total acreage of such ponds suitable for fishing to about 
1% million acres. Being close to farmhomes they are probably subject to much 
more intensive fishing than average. Only those that are properly managed 
produce good fishing and contribute much to angling. We would be surprised 
if over half of the farm ponds suited to fish production support sustained good 
fishing. 

The 1955 national survey of fishing and hunting reveaied that about 339 million 
man-days were spent angling on fresh waters. If 67 million acres is the correct 
area of fishing water, including rivers and streams, the average fishing pressure 
per acre in 1955 would have been about 5 man-days per acre. Excluding the 
Great Lakes, which comprise over 56 percent of the total area of inland waters, 
and on which the fishing pressure is unquestionably less than 1 man-day per acre, 
the fishing would have amounted to about 11 man-days per acre. These averages 
seem reasonable. 

Individual studies have reported great variations in fishing pressures, partly 
dependent on proximity of fishing waters to urban populations. Adequacy of 
access, quality of fishing, and size of waters are obviously important influences, 
A large remote reservoir in South Dakota experienced between 1 and 2 angler- 
days fishing per acre. A small trout pond near Los Angeles supported 682 angler- 
days per acre. A large Oklahoma reservoir near a large city supported 31 angler- 
days per acre. A large reservoir in Tennessee supported less than 5 man-days of 
angling per acre. 

It is impossible to state with assurance the extent of the fish populations avail- 
able. They may range from as low as 15 pounds (or less) per acre to well over 
1,000 pounds per acre. Our guess is that the national average per acre would be 
somewhere around 150 pounds. Unfortunately, not all of this represents sport 
fishes and not all of the latter are attractive in size at any given time. Further 
more, of the desirable sport fishes which are of suitable size, only a fraction can 
be caught by hook and line. As they are caught and removed, smaller fish grow 
up to take their places. Thus, it might be estimated that if an average of 25 
pounds of sport fishes were removed from each acre by anglers, it would represent 
good yield. Nationally, chances are that the average yield is very much less, all 
waters considered. Again, we know of very much higher yields from some 
intensively managed and heavily fished waters. Often these involve the smaller 
yaters or the more productive waters. 
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TOTAL RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT FISHING LICENSE HOLDERS 
COMPARED TO TOTAL POPULATION 
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NON-RESIDENT LICENSES IN 10,000'S 
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TEN-YEAR GROWTH (1950-59) | ¢ 
IN FISHING LICENSE BUYERS f 
AND RELATED TRENDS, BY REGIONS : 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT BY THE STATES 


Merely to meintain present fishing quality for an army of 28 million anglers 
currently harvesting a total of 1.2 billion or more pounds of fish from 92 million 
or fewer acres of water is a staggering proposition by itself. Unfortunately, it’s 
far more complicated than it might look to the czsual observer. Superficially it 
would appear that there are about 3!4 acres of water for each angler, and that these 
acres are yielding about 13 pounds of fish per acre. Annually the total harvest 
amounts to some 43 pounds of fish per angler. 

This in turn is an over-simplification. For one thing, 25 million anglers depend 
exclusively or in part on fresh water, the remainder on saltwater areas. There- 
fore, there are at most only a little over 244 acres of inland water per angler, 
yielding somewhat less than 12 pounds per acre. Another consideration is that 
much of this water may not be in a condition to support much angling owing to a 
scarcity of sport fishes due to pollution or other causes. Or, it may not be avail- 
able for angling either because angling is not permitted or because suitable public 
access is lacking. There are new social problems brought on by growth of con- 
flicting water uses. 

This is the broad outline of the challenge confronting the resource adminis- 
trators. The problems must be solved for the present; planning must consider 
probable expansion of angling in the future. To do these things, about $55 
million was available in 1959 from sales of fishing licenses and excise taxes on sales 
of certain items of fishing tackle. The funds have been increasing annually at 
about the same rate as the growth in the economy. However, actual ‘demand’ 
in terms of needed conservation programing is increasing much more rapidly. 
A large proportion of the developments that stimulate expansion of the economy 
are detrimental to the fishery resource and fishing. Pollution abatement pro- 
grams are not keeping pace with suburban development or industrial growth. As 
more trees are cut and marginal lands disturbed more silt pours into the waterways, 
further upsetting Nature’s balance. 

At the recent National Watershed Congress, meeting in Washington, D.C., 
Budget Director Maurice Stans reported that Federal expenditures in housing, 
defense, and agriculture were rising at a far greater rate than those for conserva- 
tion. It is evident, too, that State expenditures for conservation have moved 
ahead very slowly. In balance, then, conservation interests are losing ground 
rapidly. This is due principally to the fact that State action programs are forced 
to operate on a shoestring. To achieve substantial progress toward reversing the 
trend, a number of achievements are needed, viz: 

1. Legal status needed.—Near the head of the list is the need to gain specific 
recognition in State water laws of the fact that recreational fishing (with asso- 
ciated boating) is a primary beneficial use of water resources. At the same time, 
safeguards to protect a recreation minimum of water quantity must be 
incorporated. 

2. Improve professional standards.—Fully as important is the need for State 
administrators to strengthen the fish and game agencies which have so profound 
an influence on the health of outdoor recreational business. Foremost step to 
be taken is drastic upgrading of pay scales for professional conservationists. We 
cannot continue to hold key people or fill new vacancies unless pay is brought up 
to reasonable levels. 

3. Increased research—A third pressing need is increased attention to both 
applied and fundamental research on fish and fisheries on the part of all agencies. 
Tremendous dividends «re apparent from research to date in terms of improved 
fishing regulations, ability to manage small artificial lakes, rehabilitate old fishing 
waters, and stocking. We are living ‘“hand-to-mouth”’ currently in fish conserva- 
tion in the matter of accumulation of new knowledge for application in manage- 
ment of fish populations. No responsible industry would tolerate the situation 
that exists with respect to sport fishing. The minimum research lead-time 
considered safe in industry is 20 years. 

4. Public access—We must be extremely aggressive in some States to secure 
adequate public access to fishing waters. In many places there is danger that 
public fishing opportunity will pass to the privileged few. Fortunately, the States 
have been making valiant efforts in the past few years to prevent such a catas- 
trophe. Altogether, these State agencies had invested over $10% million by the 
close of 1958, with more than one-fourth of it from D-J excise tax allocations, in 
perpetual access to public fishing waters. 

Except for a few farsighted States, most of this activity has occurred in the 
past 5 years. Through the close of 1958, permanent access had been acquired 
to about 1,500 lakes comprising about 555,000 acres, and to some 6,400 miles of 
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rivers and streams. About 2,650 individual access sites had been constructed 
and equipped with nearly 1,400 boat launching ramps for use by the boating 
angler. Typical costs have ranged between $3,000 and $5,000 per site depending 
on extent of development. 

This trend needs acceleration. At the same time, it is beyond the finangjg) 
capabilities of the State conservation agencies to solve this problem alone from 
currently available funds on a pay-as-you-go-basis. If there are 67 million acres 
of inland water, at current cost ratios (one site per 300 acres of water served at 
$4,000 per site acquired and developed), it would require about $892 million ¢ 
assure minimum perpetual access to all these waters—if none existed now. 

By comparison, the 50 States had combined 1959 revenues derived from fishing 
($55 million) totaling about one-eighteenth the required sum. Obviously, new 
means of financing must befound. All those using the facilities should, we belieye 
contribute substantially by some means to their acquisition and development. 
Actual access needs are unknown, no doubt huge. : 

5. Multiple use of water supplies.—Another need is to establish as universal the 
progressive principle of multiple use for recreation of domestic weter supplies, 
There is no sound excuse for nonuse for recreational fishing and associated boating, 
There isn’t even any political advantage remaining, as there once was, for those 
who cling to outmoded principles. There are these two great advantages from 
the modern approach: a stronger economy and improved public health. 

It has become widely appreciated that public fishing is compatible with the 
primary need to furnish safe potable water. Actual research on water quality 
under conditions of heavy recreational use bear this out. For example, a 2-year 
study of 703-acre Forest Lake, drinking water supply to Kirksville, Mo., showed 
that there were no adverse effects on the water quality from over 249,000 recres- 
tional days of use by fishermen, picnickers, and others. About 89 percent of the 
fishing was done from 3,200 boats. Bacterial studies showed that water quality 
remained within the recommended limit by simple chlorination. ; 

6. Adjustment of conflicting water uses.—With changes in living habits have 
come all manner of conflicts over water use. The most detrimental for fishing 
are consumptive uses, such as irrigation. Pollution must also be classed as con- 
sumptive from this viewpoint. Other conflicts with fishing arise from competing 
nonconsumptive recreational interests such as racing and water skiing. his is 
largely a social problem. 

Obviously, water skiiers individually require much room. Each water skiier 
may require at least 50 acres. Anglers fishing from boats have been found as 
concentrated as four boats per acre per day, though this is unusually heavy use, 
In any event, they are several times as numerous as other water users. 

All types of water users must be accommodated though not necessarily to the 
extent that they should become seriously detrimental to fishing. It’s a complicated 
problem because so much fishing is and must be done from boats, themselves, 
However, a number of responsible state conservation officials are convinced that 
this conflicting water use is driving fishermen off the water. We don’t know 
what the solution will be but we’re convinced that it will be one of the more 
pressing problems to be dealt with in the coming decade. 

What the States are doing to meet some of these problems by means of the 
relatively new programs of the postwar period is discussed in the following pages. 
The role of the fishery biologist and his pay status is discussed first. His work, 
once a novelty, is more and more recognized to be the key to future good fishing. 
Indeed, much of the outstanding fishing of today is his creation through research 
and management. These discussions are then followed by an analysis of the 
State fish conservation expenditure dollar for the improvement of sport fishing. 
After that, the tangible State action programs are summarized and discussed. 
These include regulations, lake building, lake rehabilitation, and multiple use of 
water supplies. 

This is followed by discussions of the role of the Federal agencies, in their 
relation to the States and of fish conservation programs in Canada. 


0 


Mr. Pavyt. The Sport Fishing Institute has given considerable 
study to and has correspended with many State fish and game agencies 
about H.R. 11410. The procedure suggested in the bill is novel and 
stimulating and overcomes in cur opinion many of the objections to 
other plans, such as a Federal fishing license, suggested in the past. 
Frankly, the appreach cutlined in H.R. 11410 is not easy to evaluate, 
even though the cbhjective of the bill cannot be criticized. As you 
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have found, there is a great lack of statistical data on the numbers of 
anglers that would participate, It is equally hard to judge the effects 
of this approach on the financing of the State fish and game agencies. 

Ideally, there should be some incentive for States to participate— 
not a loss of revenue. Unless the fee is established at a sufficiently 
high level—say at least $5, possibly substantially more—and some 
provision is included guaranteeing no loss in income to participating 
States, it might prove harmful in this respect. 

The greatest hardship of the present licensing system is on anglers 
that fish in more than two States, even though the cost of a nonresident 
license is still a relatively small part of the total cost of a fishing trip, 
particularly if you stay in another State for a long vacation. Even 
though there are still examples of high, discriminatory nonresident 
fees, the basic problem is probably one of inconvenience, particularly 
for anglers traveling through several States on one trip. 

Last year (1958-59) there were 17,334,210 resident licenses sold 
along with 2,857,702 nonresident licenses. Using this ratio, we can 
guess that perhaps 470,000 anglers fished in more than two States. 
This is admittedly a large number of people but not a large enough 
proportion of all anglers to justify hasty action that would disrupt the 
good, workable present system of State licensing. 

The Sport Fishing Institute has received letters and resolutions 
indicating that 40 States are presently opposed to this bill, and want 
more time to study the problem. Their comments can be summed up 
as follows: 

1. Some States are very fearful of Federal encroachment upon the 
historic rights of the States to manage their fish and game. This 
attitude is best summed up by the resolution of the Western and 
Southeastern Associations of Game and Fish Commissioners, copies of 
which are attached. 

2. The administrative details of the program are not well enough 
defined in the present bill to allow the States to definitely predict how 
the program will affect them. Their greatest fear is that participation 
in interstate nonresident fishing license compacts will cause a loss of 
revenue which would damage their programs. This attitude fs ex- 
pressed by the attached letter from the State of Colorado, and the 
telegram from the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners asking for more time to study the bill. 

3. The proposed Federal deduction of 10 percent for administration 
and the emphasis on ‘‘stocking”’ are considered undesirable by some 
States. Without a definite estimate of revenue that will be produced, 
the diversion of 10 percent might have the effect of reducing funds to 
the States and several people (such as the attached letter from Mis- 
souri) point out that the fishery management program needed for the 
national parks is much broader than stocking alone. 

In our opinion the most valid objection to this bill by the State 
fish and game agencies is the possible loss of revenue. State fish and 
game agencies are unique in that they are supported almost entirely 
by: receipts from fishing and hunting licenses. Almost without ex- 
ception, too, the State conservation programs are already under- 
financed and they are understandably reluctant to endorse this 
legislation. Amendments to the bill providing that no State partic- 
ipating in the compact would receive less money than they received 
from nonresident fees in the year before the compact was signed would 
go farin removing this opposition. Most State fish and game agencies, 
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on the other hand, are sympathetic to the problems of the nonresidep, | 
angler and this is a healthy change in the attitude of a few years ago 

As a general objective, this bill represents a step toward a universa| 
nonresident fishing license, an idea that the Sport Fishing Institut. 
has consistently supported. The application of this general concept 
of a nonresident stamp to other problem areas, such as salt water spor 
fishing, is worthy of real consideration. We believe the idea of , 
nonresident stamp should be kept distinct from a Federal fishin 
license. This has been proposed in the past but we cannot favor the 
idea. The administrative problems presented by a Federal license 
are very complex and any national licensing system would certainly | 
tend to be less efficient and would infringe on the traditional rights | 
of the States to manage their fish and game. 

Certainly the voluntary approach used in H.R. 11410 is preferable, | 
States will be able to grant reciprocal nonresident fishing privileges 
only if they want to participate. A financial incentive would be 4 
strong stimulant. This bill also recognizes the important principle 
that users of a resource should contribute to perpetuate the future of 
their sport. Consultation with the States and careful study of pro- 
cedure set forth in this bill should bring about a feasible method of 
making it easier for the traveling angler to go fishing. The Sport 
Fishing Institute certainly wants to help in any possible way to achieve 
this objective. 

Mr. Mutter. Thank you, Mr. Paul. 

I am very happy to have the reaction of the Sport Fishing Institute, 

For the sake of the record and for the benefit of my colleagues here, 
would you tell us briefly some of the history and the objectives of the 
Sport Fishing Institute? 

Mr. Pau. We are a unique organization, Mr. Chairman, in that 
we originally started with manufacturers—manufacturers principally 
of fishing tackle—about 10 years ago. We had our 10th meeting last 
week. 

This is a group of manufacturers who realize that the future of their 
industry and the future of sport fishing in this country as we have 
known it will depend very much upon the work being done now by 
State fish and game agencies, by legislative bodies, and we were formed 
not as a trade association and not with the idea of promoting mor 
people to go fishing but strictly as a conservation organization to assist 
the States to carry on research programs and carry out a rather broad 
program of education in areas such as the need to recognize water in 
the streams as a legitimate use that is absolutely vital to the future of 
sport fishing and recreation generally. 

At the present time we have about 190 members representing 
manufacturers of fishing tackle, outboard motors, boats, retail sport | 
ing goods stores, and a considerable number of suppliers to the m- | 
dustry, companies producing fiber glass, cork, and so on. 

Mr. MituEr. You have worked very closely with the fish and game | 
organizations? 
Mr. Pau. That is right. ! 

Mr. Mriter. You are trying to establish a beneficial atmosphere 
for fishing. ; 

Mr. Pav. That is right. We are a professionally staffed organk | 
zation. My personal background, as you know, is with the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 
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The executive vice president, my boss, was chief fishery biologist 
in Massachusetts and the TVA. A former director is another of 
our executives of the fishery research laboratory in the University of 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. Mituter. Your organization is a universal organization, a 
nationwide organization? 

Mr. Pauu. That is right. Our members are scattered all over the 
country. Our interests are equally well scattered. 

We consider this is one of the real problems we have facing us in 
the future. 1 think it is commendable, sir, the interest you and your 
committee have taken at this time. 

The problem is bad enough now but it will get much worse in the 
future. 

Mr. Mitter. I am happy to hear you say that because, as I said 
in the beginning, this bill was put in to provoke thought on the part 
of those interested in fishing and its ramifications, and with the idea 
that the time is now ripe to begin a study of this very problem. 

I had no idea, and [ am certain other people who helped me had 
no idea, we would hit upon anything that is the ideal because we do 
not know what that is ourselves. What we need is the thinking of 
people like you, people who have the interest of the sports fishing and 
recreational potential at heart, to assist us in trying to develop 
legislation. 

As far as the Association of Fish and Game Conservation Com- 
missioners is concerned, I personally have some background in the 
field and I know we will do nothing to hurt them. If we can get them 
thinking on this, it is the place from which legislation should spring. 
We would like to indicate that to them. 

I do not know when the next convention is. 

Mr. Pau. The next meeting will be in Denver in September. 
This is a subject that will be discussed with great interest, [ am sure. 

Mr. Miuuer. I will see if the chairman of the committee can 
arrange for us to have representation at that meeting. I do not 
know yet that this can be done because | have not discussed it with 
the chairman. 

Mr. Paut. Our member representing the international will testify 
this morning, and I am quite sure he can arrange to have an invitation 
extended to you to attend the meeting. 

Mr. Mituer. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pett. Mr. Paul, I certainly concur with the remarks of 
the chairman. I think you have presented a thought-provoking 
statement here. 

Coming from Wisconsin we are a bit concerned with the inequities 
which might come about. As I look over this list on page 4 of your 
statement I find we are among the top four States in issuing non- 
resident fishing licenses. 

Do not some of those States issue family licenses? 

Mr. Pauu. Some States do have joint husband and wife licenses, 
that is correct. That is a very small number. In most cases no 
license is required for children under 16. This is pretty typical. 

Mr. Van Per. Another point that disturbs me is this: A year or 
two ago we had to pass additional legislation with regard to the duck 
hunting stamp. When that was initiated the program was started 
and we were supposed to develop wet lands for the duck hunters and 
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then found that the money was staying in Washington and bej 
diverted into other purposes rather than for what it was intended 

Might the same thing happen with a proposition like this? 

Mr. Pau. We have two examples. I think the administration of 
the Dingell-Johnson program has been excellent. It took the game 
approach this bill does in that it provides that the funds go back ty 
the States. 

As I pointed out in the summary, letters we have from States was 
that even the 10 percent figure is looked upon with some suspicion 
because of the point you raised. 

This will be a State administered and managed program and | 
think this is one of the very important things that is recognized jp 
this bill. 

Mr. Van Purr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Miutier. Mr. HorrMan? 

Mr. Horrman. I would like to congratulate you for a fine statement, 

I think because of your statement and your interest I can see yoy 
have a keen knowledge of the subject. 

Mr. Pau. Thank you. 

Mr. Miter. I can attest to that, Mr. Hoffman. 

Mr. Paul, in your statement you mentioned some attachments. 

Mr. Paut. Yes. These are copies of some typical letters that | 
picked out. I have others. If you would like copies of all the letters 
I can arrange to make them available. 

Mr. Mutter. No, but if you will leave those you mentioned we will 
insert them. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 

JEFFERSON Crty, Mo., May 27, 1960, 
Ricwarp H. Srrovup, 


Executive Vice President, Sport Fishing Institute, 
Washington, D.C.: 


International association opposed to Federal Fishing Stamp Act. Our position 
one of requesting delay until the State fish and game departments have a fair 
chance to evaluate proposal and suggest amendments to protect States’ interests, 
Your help will be appreciated. 

Wnuiam E. Tow811, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, 
International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commissioners, 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is now before Congress a bill by Congressman George T. Miller, 
known as H.R. 11410, entitled ‘‘Federal Fish Stamp Act’’ that would require a fish 
stamp for everyone fishing in a national park and would eliminate the necessity of 
purchasing a nonresident license which is now required, and has provisions for it 
to be extended to other waters now under the control of States; and 

Whereas the Southeastern Association of Game and Fish Commissioners feel 
that this would be an invasion of States rights to control and regulate fishing in its 
waters; and 

Whereas each State is charged with the responsibility of protecting, propagating, 
and conserving the fisheries in its territorial waters: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Southeastern Association of Game and Fish Commissioners 
at its annual business meeting in Atlanta, Ga. on April 25, 1960, go on record a 
opposing H.R. 11410 and any similar legislation. 

Adopted this 25th day of April 1960, Atlanta, Ga. 

Attest: 

JAMES W. WEBB, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Southeastern Association of Game and Fish Commis- 
stoners. 
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SratTe or CoLoRapo, 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND Fish, 
Denver, Colo., May 20, 1960. 
Mr. R. H. Stroup, ial, 
Brecutive Vice President, Sport Fishing Institute, 
Washington, D.C 

Dear Mr. Stroup: Receipt is acknowledged of your memorandum of May 12 
inviting comments on Congressman George Miller’s bill, H.R. 11410. 

We have discussed this bill with the Colorado Game and Fish Commission and 
have arrived at the conclusion that this type of legislation might seriously jeop- 
ardize the revenue of many departments who have within their respective States 
a productive trout fishery. It smacks of an attempt by the have-not States to 
fish at reduced rates in States who have a significant trout fishery. There are 
gome administrators who actually feel that this is the beginning of Federal en- 
eroachment on heretofore exclusive States rights in the management of fish and 
game affairs. ; 

In any event, Colorado stands opposed to this type of legislation unless it can be 
shown that the State game and fish department’s revenue will not be affected 
adversely. 

Very truly yours, 
Tuomas L. KimBA.u, Director. 


State or New JERSEY, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND Economic DEVELOPMENT 
Division oF FisH AND GAME, 
Trenton, May 25, 1960. 
Mr. Ricoarp H. Srrovup, 
Executive Vice President, Sport Fishing Institute, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dick: Being from a State with no national forests and no national park 
other than a cemetery and a few acres at Jockey Hollow, the Federal fishing 
stamp bill does not have too much impact on us, unless it might stimulate more 
license buying by New Jersey citizens who plan to visit western parks. 

In general, I would say that the idea appears sound, however, I am not quite 
sure how the funds would be used. Is this money to go to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service for fisheries management including stocking on the nationel parks, or 
is some of it to be divided among the States for this type of work? In any 
event, I think this bill might well be a forerunner to a universal nonresident 
fishing license. Such a proposal has certain merit, but to date I have seen no 
scheme that would handle the administrative details of apportionment of these 
moneys in a manner satisactory to most States. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Heaton UNpDERHILL, Director. 

Mr. Mituer. I have a wire addressed to the chairman from the 
International Association of Game, Fish & Conservation Commis- 
sioners representing 50 State fish and game departments opposed to 
the pemege of the Federal Fish Stamp Act. 

(The telegram referred to follows:) 


JEFFERSON Crry, Mo., May 27, 1960. 
Hon. Hersert C. BonNER, 


Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


International Association of Game, Fish & Conservation Commissioners 
representing 50 State fish and game departments opposed to passage of Federal 
Fishing Stamp Act, H.R. 11410, at this time. Respectfully request delay of this 
legislation until States have ample opportunity to study effects upon their manage- 
ment programs and financial structures. Further request this statement be filed 
in record of hearings beginning May 31. 

Wa. E. Towe tt, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, 
International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Commissioners. 
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Mr. Mitzier. Thank you very much, Mr. Paul. 

Mr. Paut. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the Op- 
portunity. 

Mr. Mititer. Is Mr. Goodman here? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Spencer Smith? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Mutxer. Mr. Louis Clapper, conservation director, National 
Wildlife Federation. 

We are glad to see you again, Mr. Clapper. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. CLAPPER, ACTING CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Crapper. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation is a private, non- 
profit conservation organization composed of affiliates in 49 States 
and the District of Columbia. These affiliates are made up of more 
than 2 million individual sportsmen-conservationists. 

The author of H.R. 11410 is to be commended for his thoughtfulness 
in drafting and introducing this measure. The subject of a general 
or universal fishing license long has been discussed and we feel sure 
Congressman Miller introduced this proposal, at least in part, because 
of his long and extensive experiences with natural resources, both 
from his former association with the California Wildlife Agency and 
from his work on this committee. In fact, Mr. Chairman, Congress- 
man Miller has advanced a proposal so revolutionary that the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation, as an organization, has had no opportunity 
to go on record, either in principle or specifically, with relation to it, 
As a result, the following comments are merely advanced for whatever 
value they may be to the committee. 

We are sure, Mr. Chairman, that many sportsmen would welcome 
a general or universal fishing license to be honored in several or all 
States. Such an arrangement would have a great value in convenience 
and, for many people, it would provide a considerable reduction in 
license costs. Chambers of commerce also would welcome it because 
of tourism benefits. On the other hand, serious-thinking and con- 
servation-minded sportsmen recognize the many great contributions 
made by the several State wildlife agencies, both directly on behalf of 
fish and game and for resources in general. These conservation- 
minded sportsmen, the ultimate ‘‘consumers,’’ would not wish to 
jeopardize the financial structures of their State wildlife agencies, most 
of whom are dependent entirely upon sales of hunting and fishing 
licenses. 

Perhaps, the greatest question posed in H.R. 11410 is this: What 
would be its effect upon the income of State wildlife agencies? It may 
well be that the sale of licenses will be stimulated, rather than 
diminished, and the State agencies would benefit by voluntary partici- 
pation in a compact. Increased sales of resident licenses and, perhaps, 
salt water sport fishing licenses might result. The State agencies 
probably would like some assurance, however. An amendment to 
H.R. 11410, providing a Federal guarantee that the States would 
receive no less from the program than they are presently receiving 
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from nonresident fishing license sales, might overcome a major 
hesitancy and could be considered by the subcommittee. On the other 
hand, some States as a matter of principle might resent the entrance 
of the Federal Government into the licensing field. 

We are aware that H.R. 11410 would not invade the traditional 
State right of regulating the taking of fish, eliminiate present or future 
nonresident fishing fees or require new ones, or preclude extra assess- 
ments on all fishermen, resident and nonresident alike. 

There are other questions, however, which administrators of State 
agencies probably would raise. 

In view of already-heavy demands, should provisions of the proposed 
act be made applicable only to national parks to the exclusion of 
national forests, national wildlife refuges, military reservations and 
other Federal installations? Fishing facilities already are overtaxed 
jn many national parks. The artificial propagation and release of 
fish, from both Federal and State facilities, on a “‘put and take’’ basis 
may be a relevant factor in some areas. 

Some special categories of anglers such as children, veterans of 
military service and aged people need no fishing licenses in many 
States. To what would their Federal fishing stamps be affixed? 

Would local fishermen in many areas resent a new influx of non- 
resident anglers? 

On what basis or formula would compact funds be allocated to 
participating States, especially in view of the fact that some have no 
national parks? While this probably would be an administrative 
function of the Fish and Wildlife Service, State agencies will want to 
know details of such a proposal and what effect, if any, it would have 
on present Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-Johnson Federal aid 
programs. 

Mr. Chairman, from discussions with wildlife administrators in 
several States, it appears they will want more information on H.R 
11410 before endorsing it, and we believe these hearings are performing 
a useful function in this respect, especially if copies of the proceedings 
can be made generally available. The National Wildlife Federation 
hopes it is not presumptive in expressing the thought that it would be 
helpful if Mr. Miller or another member of the subcommittee could 
meet with the International Association of Game, Fish, and Conserva- 
tion Commissioners in Denver this fall to exchange mutually beneficial 
information. Then, another version of H.R. 11410 could be intro- 
duced in the 87th Congress. The international association has re- 
quested a delay to allow further study of the proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ernest F. Swift, former executive director of the 
National Wildlife Federation, has written an article on this proposal in 
the June issue of Conservation News. We should like permission to 
introduce a copy of this article for the record. We also believe a copy 
of Michael Hudoba’s ‘‘Report From Washington,’”’ appearing in the 
June 1960 issue of Sports Afield magazine, would be helpful back- 
ground material on this proposal and recommend it be made part of 
the record of these hearings. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing here today. 

Mr. Mituer. If you will make those articles available, without 
objection they will be inserted in the record. 

(The articles referred to follow:) 






a5 enna 


aa TATE SEES TONES SETS 





FEDERAL FISHING STAMP 


[From Conservation News, vol. 25, No. 11, June 1, 1960] 


Wuat Aspovut a FEDERAL FisHING STamMp? 
(By Ernest Swift) 


Bill H.R. 11410, recently introduced by Congressman George Miller of (gj. 
fornia, providing for a Federal fishing license or stamp will no doubt be recejyeg 
with mixed emotions by the fishing public and the 50 State conservation de 
ments. It is the type of Federal legislation which draws public attention and has 
the right ingredients for developing both support and flinty opposition. 

There is no intent on the part of the National Wildlife Federation at this time 
to take a position on the merits of this legislation, merely to report its provisions 
and speculate as to its reception by the public and the official State agencies 

The bill authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Interior to issue a Vedend 
fishing stamp for sports fishing in national parks. The purchaser of such a stamp 
must attach it to a valid sports fishing license issued by the State of his residenge | 
The purchaser must also write his name across the face of the stamp. The stamp 
could be purchased at all post offices. 

An example would be that a holder of a resident sports fishing license from 
New Jersey could fish in Yellowstone National Park, Wyo., or Yosemite jp 
California, or any other national park, providing a Federal fishing stamp was 
attached to his or her resident sports fishing license. 

Purchase of a Federal fishing stamp must be made within 10 days after the 
issuance of a sport fishing license by the State of the purchaser’s residence, The 
first year that the act is in effect the time deadline would be 30 days. 

The second important provision of the act is the consent of Congress giving 
two or more States the privilege of forming a compact under the following 
provisions: 

1. Agreement to recognize Federal-State fishing licenses and stamps. 

2. Agreement on a uniform fee. 

3. Agreement of an equitable formula for the allocation to the States which 
are parties to the compact of amounts from the sale of Federal-State fishing stamps, 

4. Agreement not to subject‘the holder of a Federal-State fishing stamp to any 
requirements not applicable to the holder of a resident sports fishing license, | 

A further provision is a compact between 10 or more States in conjunction with 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

1. The proceeds would be paid into a special fund of the U.S. Treasury. 

2. After payment of all overhead, the Secretary of the Interior would prorate | 
funds back to the parties of the compact. 

3. Not to exceed 10 percent of the monies placed in the funds would be avail 
able to the Secretary of the Interior in any 1 year to promote fishing in national 
parks. 

4. The holder of a resident sports fishing license with a Federal fishing stamp 
attached could legally fish in all national parks, and, if his or her State weres 
party to the compact, in all waters of States in the compact. 

The Nation’s increasing migrant hunters and fishermen have for some time 
been raising the question of interstate comity and reciprocal agreements for the | 
purpose of honoring out-of-State licenses and making fees uniform, 

Many journeymen fiycasters and bait dunkers would be delighted to haves 
union card that would extend their fishing territory. It would make things much 
simpler all along the way. There would be no license depots to look up late at 
night or early in the morning, and when the gendarmes of conservation made 
their check the fisherman could simply take out his wallet in all its compart 
mental glory and say, ‘‘See, I’m legal any place in the United States; and as 
taxpayer I want to know why the fishing is so lousy out in these wide open spaces. 
I’m going to write my Congressman. What’s your name, Mister, and the num. 
ber of your badge?’”’ And, although it might reduce the amount of money Cob 
tributed by outsiders to the individual States for the upkeep of their fishing 
resources, More money would be available to the individual to spend on the 
mundane comforts of the safari. 

Of course, just how much this scheme would affect the State fish and game 
financing is a matter of pure speculation, but this is a nut with a hacd shell that 
all State conservation departments would bore into with a diamond drill. Aay | 
conservation director will vouch that money is hard to come by under the most | 
propitious circumstances. : 

The American tradition of financing State fish and game departments has bee! | 
through license fees and, with no change in sight, these agencies will protect their | 
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after her cubs. ( f ot 

Federal aids and increasing Federa] supervision have always given the States 
the 7-year itch although these bounties were generally quite willingly accepted. 
It is not without saying, however, that certain groups of States might find this 


Cali. new approach very acceptable. é 
eived This legislation brings to mind an issue involving Federal and State relations 
‘part. which arose back in the midthirties and brought the State conservation depart- 
d hag ments up off their collective seats in a burning rage of indignation. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, Henry Wallace, had issued an administrative 
time licy whereby hunting and fishing fees could be collected on all national forests. 
isions Mis fee was to be distinct and separate from any which might be collected by the 


neies States and would be deposited in the coffers of the U.S. Treasury. 


resent systems and equities with the same dedication that a mamma bear looks 
| This administrative order was identified as regulation G-20 A. It was immedi- 
| 
i 





a ately construed to be an invasion of States rights and a serious threat to the 

lence financing structure of all State conservation agencies. It reads as follows: 

tamn | “Reg. G-20 A. When the Secretary shall determine upon consideration of data 
, and recommendations of the forester that the regulation or the prohibition for a 

from specified period of hunting and fishing upon any national forest or portion thereof 

te in is necessary for the accomplishment of the purposes above set forth, he shall 

) Was designate such national forest or portion thereof, establish hunting and fishing 


'  geasons therefor, fix bag and creel limits, specify the sex of animals to be killed, 
r the fix the fees to be paid for permits, designate the authorizied official to whom appli- 
The cation for permit shall be made, and describe the terms and conditions under which 
| hunting and fishing shall be conducted with a view of carrying out the purpose of 

riving | this regulation. Public notice of such designation shall be given by such means as 
| the forester shall deem adequate for the purpose. Carcasses of animals or fish 


On taken under permit shall be marked or tagged for identification as directed by the 
forester. 
“Regulation T—8-%. Upon national forest lands designated under regu'ation 
which G-20 A the following acts are prohibited: 
amps, “Hunting, trapping, catching, disturbing, or killing any kind of game or non- 
O any game animal, or game or nongame bird, or taking the eggs of any such bird, 
cense, except during hunting and fishing seasons established by the Secretary, and in 
. with accordance with the terms and conditions of a permit issued by a duly authorized 
| Officer which is valid and subsisting at the time.”’ 
| “Remember G-20A”’ became a State battle cry as potent in conservation as 
rorate | “Remember the Alamo”’ in Texas, and few issues ever generated more fury from 
the State conservation officials. It was responsible for a truce being called on all 
avail- chronic interstate bickering and jealousies to kill off this seeming affrontery of 
tional Federal bureaucracy. It was eventually defeated principally through the efforts 


of the International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners 

stamp | and by individual States working ne their Congressmen. 
rere 4 | Any difference of opinion regarding H.R. 11410 will be conducted with more 
| dignity than the frontier treatment accorded G—20 A. Nevertheless, several 
time | schools of thought could easily develop regarding it merits and it has all the 
or the ingredients for some highly emotional debate which conservation issues of this 
nature seem prone to create. Anyone who “‘fit” the war of G-20 A even as a 
aves | buck private has been in the business quite a while and can qualify as an ‘‘old- 
much | timer.” Any old crusty career man in State service will hark back to those 
ate at tempestuous days of 25 years ago and figure he had better read the fine print in 


made | H.R. 11410. Many roving fishermen will, no doubt, extol its virtues. There is 
ipart- | one thing that both sides will agree on, conservation is never dull. 

sa [From Sports Afield Magazine, June 1960] 

roe MicuaeL Huposa’s Report rRoM WASHINGTON 

ishing IKE’S VETO OF POLLUTION BILL SUSTAINED 


n the 
| . President Eisenhower vetoed the polution abatement bill. It provided for 

increased grants to cities for sewage treatment plant construction from the present 

| that $50 million to $90 million a year, or 900 million from 500 million over the 10-year 

Any program. 

; most President Eisenhower’s veto message stated the rivers and streams of our 
| country are a priceless asset and deplored the growing pollution problem in these 

3 been waters; but, he went on to say in support of his veto, that cleanup of the pollution 

; their 18 a local problem and responsibility, even on those waters that flow interstate. 
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The House of Representatives sustained the President’s veto of bill H.R, 3610 
The vote of 249 to 157 to sustain the veto was 22 votes short of the two-thirds 
necessary to override. 

Thus pollution abatement and control remain at the present $50 million per 
year with a ceiling of $250,000 for individual grants for projects to cities fop 
sewage treatment plant construction. 


NEW BID FOR FEDERAL FISHING LICENSE 


How is a proposed law born? Have you wondered where and why the many 
thousands of bills introduced in Congress originate—particularly the ones tht 
affect the interests of the millions of American sportsmen? Over the years, this 
report has given information on what the innumerable bills of concern to sports. 
men-conservationists contain and how they would affect the interests of the 
sportsmen. 

Bill H.R. 11410 provides for a Federal fishing stamp to set up the machinery 
for convenient purchase of nonresident fishing licenses. The bill was introduced 
by Representative George P. Miller (Democrat, of California), formerly executiye 
secretary of the California Fish and Game Department, and has been referred tg 
the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee of which Representatiye 
Miller is a member. 

We have asked Fred Belen, who is chief counsel of the Post Office and Ciyil 
Service Committee of the House of Representatives, to write a guest report item 
to present the birth of this idea, and Representative George P. Miller to tell us 
of the resulting proposed legislation. 


Fred C. Belen’s report 


Fecause my job prevents me from taking a family vacation in the summertime, 
we have taken our trips during the time schools are closed at Christmas. This is 
so that our son Freddy can accompany us. We are all fond of fishing and so we 
chart a course to the sunny southland. Touring and fishing make an unbeatable 
combination for family fun. Sounds simple, doesn’t it? 

Unfortunately, the country that has built the Tennessee Valley Authority, with 
some of the finest bass fishing in the world, that has built Hoover Dam and Grand 
Coulee, with their wonderful fishing, and recreation spots as delightful incidental 
assets, and is spending $5 billion a year on highway construction, has not yet 
solved the simple problem of an easily procured, reasonably priced nonresident 
fishing license. 

We traveled through five States, all of them with many inviting ponds, streams, 
and lakes visible from the highway. We traveled 2,500 miles to the tune of 
“Daddy, why can’t we stop here and fish?”’ The obvious, and repeated but never 
understood, ansser, ‘‘We don’t have a fishing license,” only brought resentment 
to all of us, and a frank go-jump-in-the-lake feeling toward the State and the 
people concerned. He, of course, was only 11 years old then and could have 
fished without a license, but to have stopped without being able to wet a line 
myself or to give, for example, some instructions to my son was out of the question, 
In writing this, I do not intend to be critical of harassed State fish and game com- 
missions which need the license fees for their programs. 

One of the first things I did when Congress met in January was to discuss 
the situation with a friend of many years, Congressman George P. Miller of 
California. Congressman Miller is a former head of the California Fish and 
Game Commission, and a member of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com 
mittee. He was at once understanding and sympathetic. 

Together we have worked out a proposed solution which we believe will work. 
Congressman Miller is introducing a bill incorporating this plan. It has been 
referred to the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, and there are good 
prospects for an early hearing. 

Most of the success of Congressman Miller’s bill depends on the enthusiastie 
and sustained support of fishermen and all of those engaged in related fields— 
sports stores, tourist associations, motel owners and resort owners, and so On. 

Here is a chance to do more than just talk about the need. Write your Con- 
gressman and your fish and game commission and ask them to get behind this 
move for the betterment of fishing facilities and more recreational advantages 
for all who enjoy fishing. 


Representative George P. Miller’s report 


The obtaining of a fishing license which would be recognized nationwide has 
long been the dream of the 20 million licensed fishermen in the United States. 
The need for such a license has been accentuated by the development of the 
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pational park system, the network of superhighways, and the tremendous growth 
of family travel. : 

In my judgment, the ‘time has come when we must face up to this problem and 
I believe my legislative proposal will provide a mechanism which will, first of all, 
make it convenient to obtain a generally recognized nonresident fishing license, 
and secondly which will increase revenues available to the State fish and game 
commissions for the maintenance of their necessary fish management programs. 

The procedure of my Se isasimple one. It would’require the individual, 
first of all, to procure his State fishing license (this in itself should increase the 
demand for State fishing licenses). Secondly, within 10 days he would take 
this fishing license to his local post office and procure, at a reasonable rate, a 
stamp. This stamp would be immediately recognized as a license to fish in all 
national parks. 

A second feature of my proposal is that the Secretary of the Interior will 
initiate acsion to provide for interstate compacts among the several States 
whereby the State fishing license, plus the Federal stamp, will be recognized as 
a nonresident fishing license. The States signing this compact will then share the 
proceeds according to a formula agreed upon in the compact. The share of the 
participating States in these funds should be well in excess of their present 
revenues received from nonresident fishing licenses. 

The Federal Government’s participation in our natural resources, and par- 
ticularly the development of fishing, makes a program such as this necessary 
and desirable. Fishing is a main byproduct of many Federal projects. For 
example, more than 2 million farm ponds have been built at a cost of $1 billion. 
Our great power projects, like TVA, Bonneville, and Hoover Dam, all have 
increased the availability of good fishing sites. Our national parks and national 
forests are other examples of the Federal Government’s participation in preserving 
our vast natural resources. 

I hope that we can receive an early and favorable report from the Department 
of the Interior so that hearings and possibly final action can be obtained on this 
legislation this session. 

Other members of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee are expected 
to join with me in the introduction of this legislation. 


Mr. Mitter. I want to thank you for a very fine and a very under- 
standing statement as to why this bill was introduced. I think already 
it has begun to serve its purpose. 

Men such as Mr. Hudoba recognize the problem we have through- 
out the country. It is recognized that perhaps we have touched off 
the spark that will cause other people, competent people, in this field 
to give it serious thought. 

he suggestion you make in your statement about using the data 
we get now to go forward in another session of Congress is the very 
thing I had hoped for. 

I hope that through the great organization that you represent 
you will be able to draw their thinking into this field, too. 

I would like to see this matter taken up in clubs throughout the 
country. 

I have received complimentary letters from groups not endorsing 
the bill as it is, but thanking me, as you have, for having brought the 
matter to light. 

We do not want it to die now. 

Mr. Capper. We are giving it plenty of publicity, sir. 

Mr. Mituer. I know you are and I appreciate it. 

Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pett. I have no questions. 

Mr. Miuuer. I want to thank you for your very fine statement, 
Mr. Clapper. 

Mr. Ciaprer. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Miturr. Mr. Carl Shoemaker. 

Here is an old and valued friend. I say ‘‘old” in the sense we have 


known each other for a long time. 
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STATEMENT OF CARL D. SHOEMAKER, COUNSEL FOR Typ 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, FISH, AND Coy. 
SERVATION COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. SHomMakeErR. My name is Carl D. Shoemaker, and I am the 
general counsel for the International Association of Game, Fish, and 
Conservation Commissioners, an organization composed of the fish 
and game directors and commissioners of the 50 States. 

The legislative committee of the international association has jp- 
structed me to ask your committee to postpone action on this pro- 
posed Federal fishing stamp until the subject can be given more study, 

This proposed legislation would change the entire concept of re- 
sponsibility and jurisdiction over the game or sport fishing within 
the States. It is not in the same class as waterfowl because this 
recreational sport of waterfowl hunting is directly under the juris- 
diction of the U.S. Government by virtue of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty with Canada. 

H.R. 11410 is a revolutionary concept which requires the closest 
scrutiny, not only from the viewpoint of a State’s right to jurisdiction 
over sport fisheries, but must be considered from the financial aspect 
as well. 

It is conceivable that the proposal may be so amended as to relieve 
the anxiety that now exists among the State fish and game directors 
after they have had ample opportunity to study its various impacts, 
For this, and other reasons already advanced by other witnesses, the 
international association feels that any action on this measure should 
be postponed for the present session. 

In September the association holds its annual meeting, and at that 
time the proposals of H.R. 11410 will be given serious consideration, 
We appreciate the fine sentiment back of the bill, and its sponsors, 
we feel sure, want it to be thoroughly understood by those who will 
be affected by its terms should it become a law. 

I thank you for this opportunity of presenting this statement. 

Mr. Mituter. Mr. Shoemaker, I think I have expressed this very 
thought. Of course, I am not the subcommittee or the committee, 
but as the author of the bill I have no intention of pressing this for 
this session of Congress. I wanted to get these hearings started, 
and Mr. Boykin, who could not be here, asked me to go ahead with 
them. For the very reason, Mr. Clapper, you and Mr. Paul indicate, 
we are trying to get this thing off the ground. 

As one who has long experience in this field, do you feel, with the 
impact of transportation, new forms of transportation, the shortening 
of time and distance, that it is desirable to go into this field to see 1 
something of this nature should be done? 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. That is the purpose of the study. 

Mr. Mitter. That is right. 

Mr. SHormMakeErR. There are so many facets to this program and this 
proposal that every one of them should be very closely studied. 

I stated in my statement that it is conceivable that there may grow 
out of this proposal something very constructive because, after all, 
we are all interested in something that will make it easier, if possible, 
for the sportsmen to fish in the waters of the country. 
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Mr. Mitter. And conditions have materially changed since you and 
I were as young as some of the people who have been testifying here 
this morning. 

Mr. SHoEMAKER. That is right, very much so. 

Mr. Miter. And if we are going to peers, protect, and en- 
courage sport fishing we had better take the initiative we should not 
allow this to reach the point where it will be forced on us from other 
conditions with which we are not quite so familiar at this time. 

Mr. SHommaAKeER. That is right. 

Mr. Mitter. I hope very sincerely that at your session in Sep- 
tember at Denver that you will give very serious thought, not neces- 
sarily to this bill but to the general subject. I do not know of a better 
place for this discussion. 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. I would like to see you come to the Denver 
meeting and present this whole program. I am sure that you will 
receive an Official invitation from President Patton very shortly ask- 
ing you to join with us on deliberations on this bill. 

Air. Mitter. Thank you, Mr. Shoemaker. 

Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pett. No. I would just like to express my appreciation, 
Mr. Shoemaker, for your taking time to come before this committee 
and expressing your views. 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mituer. Mr. Shoemaker, I trust and hope that the subcom- 
mittee of this full committee can make arrangements to attend the 
meeting in September. 

Mr. J. W. Penfold, of the Izaak Walton League. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. PENFOLD, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR OF 
THE IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Penrotp. Mr. Chairman, I am J. W. Penfold, conservation 
director of the Izaak Walton League of America. The league is a 
national citizen organization concerned with the conservation and 
wise use of the Nation’s natural resources. We appreciate the 
opportunity to offer a few brief comments about this proposal for a 
Federal fishing stamp. 

The league has a long history of working constructively for the 
perpetuation and enhancement of the sport fishing resource. We 
have worked equally hard to increase the availability of sport fishing 
opportunities for all the people. Clearly the objective of H.R. 11410 
is to broaden the base of fishing opportunity for everyone, and we 
sincerely commend the sponsor for offering the proposal and opening 
the subject for study and discussion. 

However, Mr. Chairman, we are not in a position at the present 
time to support H.R. 11410. Our members have had insufficient 
time to study it and to analyze present situations as they relate to 
current license revenues, to trends in resident and nonresident license 
sales, to arrangements between national park system units and the 
States within which they are located, and to present costs and needed 
expansion of State fisheries programs to meet future demands. 

There are few States having really adequately financed fisheries 
programs. ‘There are persistent pressures for increasing license fees. 
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I believe some 20 States have effected license increases in the past | 


year or two. It does not appear likely that many States woul 
welcome a program which might result in smaller total revenyes 
Likewise, if an increase in license fee is to be charged the fisherman 
the normal quick reaction of the State administrator would be ty 
want the increased revenue spent under his supervision and as par; 
of his whole program of operation. 

Additionally, in almost every instance State fishing license require. 
must must be met by the sportsman who wishes to fish in a national 
park system unit. The States are jealous of such prerogatives; wil] 
not quickly relinquish them. 

It is not surprising, consequently, that a considerable number of 
State game and fish commissions have already gone on record jy 
opposition to the present bill. 

In spite of this present lack of support, Mr. Chairman, we are 
alert to trends in our society. Day by day, as a people, we are becom- 
ing more mobile. Greater leisure, a generally higher standard of 
living, broader ownership of automobiles, a constantly improving 
highway system are providing time and making it possible for people 
to travel farther and more often to participate in outdoor activities, 
This is fine, and we believe the trend will continue. Certainly we 
want to eliminate barriers to this movement of people and facilitate 
their obtaining maximum values from their recreation trips. 

Practical and acceptable ways to accomplish this objective inevi- 
tably will be developed. Introduction of H.R. 11410 is a step toward 
this goal. In that connection we would suggest that the hearings 
held on the bill be published and widely distributed for purposes of 
discussion. 

Mr. Miuier. Thank you, Mr. Penfold. 

I do appreciate the fine statement of the Izaak Walton League, 


eee 


You are a great organization, a fine pioneering organization in sport | 


fisheries and the preservation of our great natural resources. 


As I have said before, it will be my recommendation, and I hope the | 


recommendation of the subcommittee, that we carry out the sugges- 
tion that you have made, those Mr. Shoemaker and others have 
made, with respect to continuing the study of this vital subject. 
Mr. Van Pelt? 
Mr. Van Pett. I think, Mr. Chairman, you covered it very well. 
Mr. Miniter. Thank you very much. 
We will hear next from Mr. Michael Hudoba. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, SPORTS AFIELD MAGAZINE 


Mr. Huposa. I am Washington editor of Sports Afield magazine and 
have been for 14}4 years. 

Having had the privilege and the benefit of some of your preliminary 
thinking in the concept and the idea which generated in this bill, ! 
want first to express appreciation of the fact that the concept in whieh 
you have introduced this measure is in the finest tradition under ou 
constitutional form of government. 

You have not raised up principles which must be fought or amended 
but you have brought forth a document which is a framework upot 
which all of those who are interested and affected will have an oppor- 
tunity to provide the benefit of their thinking and their recommenda- 
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tions and suggestions, and I think that in this sense this could very 
well become one of the most important measures in the interest of the 
sportsmen 1n the fishery conservation programs in that it would be 
a joint effort. ; 

[ would like to point out further that as I conceive.the understanding 
of the bill there is not a mandatory requirement. You have been 
very considerate of the prerogatives of the State, the terms of the State 
rovide for a voluntary joining together of a cooperative effort in this 
direction, and also that you are very deeply conscious of the concern 
of the States in protecting their constitutional right on the license 
structure in that this universal license, this stamp idea is contingent 
and valid only if the individual purchasing the stamp also recognizes 
the State authority by purchasing a resident fishing license stamp in 
whichever State he happens to be a resident, so that you have pre- 
served the structure of the licensing system which is the foundation 
of the fish and wildlife conservation and restoration efforts. 

It is entirely possible that in the process of thinking where these 
various organizations will be meeting between now and the opening 
of a new Congress next January that they will have amendments 
which they may propose. 

It is entirely possible that someone may suggest an amendment 
which would, instead of having the Fish and Wildlife Service admin- 
ister or be responsible for the regulation, that an advisory commission 
made up of State fishery directors be the governing body on a quasi- 
oficial program to administer the distribution of funds not only to 
the cooperating States but also to the Federal agencies that are 
involved. 

There are many facets of opportunity for thinking in this direction, 
but I do want to commend the fact that you have opened an oppor- 
tunity for a discussion of an important measure of reform that is 
needed in a program under the new concept of our national life where 
we have a road program developing, easy modes of transportation, 
more leisure time and conveniences for enjoying these resources, that 
you recognize the prerogatives of the States in that this is a voluntary 
program, and that you recognize the fact that each person cooperating 
in this pregram must submit to State authority by purchasing a 
resident license. 

We thank you for your interest, and we thank the committee for 
its taking the time to have the hearing and opening this subject for 
discussion. 

Mr. Minune. Thank you, Mr. Hudoba. 

Any questions? 

Mr, Van Putt. One thought comes to mind. First of all, do you 
think from your experience a nonresident license would deter persons 
from going into this State or that. State as far as the fishing is 
concerned ? 

Mr. Huposa. I am sorry; I did not quite understand the question. 

[was diverted momentarily. 
_ Mr. Van Petr. Would the nonresident license deter one from com- 
ing into the State of Wisconsin, Minnesota, or Michigan? | Do’ you 
think the fisherman would give that first consideration when he: was 
taking cff-on a trip? qui 

Mr. Huposa. Not if that is:his ultimate destination andi if this is 
Where he is to spend his vacation. A great many vacationists now 
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who are sportsmen or fishermen travel through many States, In| 
traveling through many States, if they do not intend to spend tiny 
in any one State for any period of time, then the question of ty 
nonresident license fee becomes a very important factor as far ag tly 
economy of the trip is concerned. I know I have spent as much q 
$50 or $60 in a year just for the privilege of fishing 1 or 2 days jy 
various States during the course of my travels. : 

Mr. Van Petr. What would happen in a State like the new Stq, 
of Alaska? I understand some of the States have pretty substantia) 
fees. Do you feel the people in charge of the fish and game gop. 
mission would go along with something like this? 

Mr. Huposa. There probably would be the same type of hesitaney 
that we have found expressed now, a concern as to the nature of th| 
formula. It should be pointed out that this is a voluntary program | 
and if a State has reservations it will not enter into a compact. |j 
is quite probable that some States will enter into this compact anj 
the pilot program will be underway. As the program develops, quite| 
likely there will not be as much serious impact on the total revenug 
from nonresident license sources as some people may suspect at the| 
moment. 

Mr. Van Pext. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Miter. I would say the streams of Alaska must be stocke(| 
heavily with fish, and they do not have to do a great deal to maintaiy | 
them. If they could get people to Alaska, the money the sports me | 
would spend on tourism would more than offset the cost to the con-| 
munity. They would be pleased to get you up there fishing, whether 
you paid a license or not, because of the money you would speni 
This would more than offset the amount the State would receive i 
license fees. 

Mr. Huposa. I have not seen the publication, sir. 

Mr. Miuuer. The greatest amount of money collected from licenss 
happens to be in California, where $6,230,000 was collected. h 
California, out of 1,457,000 licenses issued, only 18,314 were nonre- 
dent licenses. 

Mr. Huposa. Mr. Chairman, the key to the whole measure is no | 
in the total license income to the State, but the license income derive 
only from the nonresident license sales. 

Mr. Mituer. Now let us fake Wisconsin. With 636,000 resident | 
licenses and 289,000 nonresident licenses, that means a great deal 
their money comes from nonresident licenses. 

I was particularly struck, just glancing at this hurriedly, that i 
Florida 349,000 resident and 172,000 nonresident licenses were issued 
More than 33% percent of the income in Florida comes from nor-| 
resident licenses. 

Mr. Hupopa. Mr. Chairman, it also will be necessary to analyz 
the invididual license unit of the nonresident license, whether it 184) 
season nonresident license or whether it is a 3-day or short-term licens. 
I think in some cases those statistical data do not reflect the break) 
down. 

Mr. Miuter. I think you are right there. As a matter of fact, ou| 
discussion right now indicates our lack of information on which to bas) 
our thinking. I hope through the cooperation of the organization 
eueadadion men like you, we shall be able to evaluate the problen.| 
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ay you are very generous with me. As one who has had some 
= a the Snencchanili I am conscious of the position of the 
States, and in drafting a bill we certainly do not want to do anythin 
which would run counter to their position. I know their position an 
have some experience and knowledge of their viewpoint. 

Mr. Huposa. Mr. Chairman, this is one of the reasons I requested 
the courtesy of testifying, to point out that you as chairman and the 
members of this committee have been very carefully concerned in every 
instance about the State prerogatives in fish and wildlife conservation. 

Mr. Miuuer. Thank you very much. We certainly appreciate 

appearance. 
The Bicting will stand adjourned until the call of the Chair. 
(The subcommittee adjourned at 11:10 a.m., subject to call.) 


x 





